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might happen in 1958, if the special inter-
st groups follow the same policy of elec-
tion expenditures as in 1950, 1952, and
1954. No greater cloud hovers over the
American system of free elections and
representative Government than the fact
that money is beginning to play such an
important part in the elections of Presi-
dents, Congressmen, governors, and
other State officials. I read where Chair-
man Hall, of the Republican National
Committee, has already admitted that
$2 million worth of television time has
already been signed. Five million dol-
lars in addition has been raised by the
Salute to Eisenhower meetings. There
has not been revealed the added millions
that will be derived from sources which
brought about the great Republican
campaign expenditures of 1950 and 1952.
As of now, the Democratic Party has
been unable to even talk to broadcasting
companies regarding television and radio
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time because of a barren campaign
budget. f

I know the farmers of Indiana and
America are very anxious to get the true
facts as to why the Republican campaign
promises of 1952 were completely re-
versed and they received the rural bank-
ruptcy plan of Benson in 1953 and 1954.
Apparently in the fall campaign the
only television and radio time the Dem-
ocratic Party will have available to in-
form the farmers of the true facts in-
volved will be during the 6 a. m. milking
hour. On the other hand, the only fac-
tual information labor can receive over
television and radio as to why the Eisen-
hower promises of 1952 were not car-
ried out will be the broadcasts at the 4
a.m, change of shift in factories through-
out America. National Democratic
Chairman Butler’s plan to equally divide
radio-television time would be a great
step forward in enabling the American
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voter to decide this election on factual
information in the true record of both
parties. It is highly necessary that to
preserve this free republic the Congress
take steps to prevent buying of elections
through tremendous campaign funds.
The American  people must know, the
true facts and issues in this coming cam-
paign and unforfunately, it costs millions
to bring this information to the people.
The public is entitled to know what is
going on in their Government and one of
the unfortunate ways to prevent this in-
formation from going into the precincts
are the fabulous campaign expenditures
provided by special privilege groups to
buy up radio, television, newspaper, mag-
azine, and all other forms of advertising
mediums.

Congress should take steps and take
steps now to prevent money from being
the deciding factor in the presidential
and congressional elections of 1956.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuaurspAY, FEBRUARY 9, 1956

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rev. C. K. Gebhart, president, the
Southwest Ohio Synod Evangelical and
Reformed Church, Hamilton, Ohio, of-
fered the following prayer:

Almighty and eternal God, who art
the Creator of all things, and yet the
Heavenly Father of all people, we hum-
bly bow before Thee, in thankfulness and
petition, as the deliberations of this day
begin,

For all those who have served our
country in the past, we give Thee our
thanks. For those who serve it in this
hour, we ask Thy blessing. Pour out
from heaven a special portion of Thy
courage, wisdom, licht, and guidance
unto those who serve it within these
hallowed walls of this Congress.

May we as officials in government, as
humble citizens at home, not be as reeds
shaken in the winds of doubt and con-
fusion, but help us, O God, that in Thy
strength we shall be as a house built upon
the rock of Thy eternal word. Guide
us into all useful living, that the record
of our life span may contain these words,
“Well done, thou good and faithful
servant.”

In the name of Jesus we pray. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yvesterday was read and approved.

- MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment bills of the House of the following
titles:

H. R. 6857. An act to authorize the Admin-
Istrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration.to convey certaln land to the city of
Milwaukee, Wis.; and

H.R.T7156. An act to provide for the con-
veyance -of certain land of the United States
to the Board of .County Commissioners -of
Lee County, Fla. y
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The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R.2889. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain land in Necedah, Wis., to
the village of Necedah; and

H.R.B8320. An act to amend the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 and the Agricultural Act of
1964 with respect to the special school milk
program and the brucellosis eradication pro-
gram for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1856.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R.7030. An act to amend and extend
the Sugar Act of 1048, as amended, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to the
foregoing bill, and requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. Byrp, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. KErr, Mr.
MarTiN of Pennsylvania, and Mr. BEn-
NETT to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

AMENDING SECTION 208 (B) OF THE
TECHNICAL CHANGES ACT OF
1953

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill H. R. 2667, an act
to amend section 208 (b) of the Techni-
cal Changes Act of 1953 (Public Law 287,
83d Cong.), with Senate amendments
thereto, and agree to the Senate amend-
ments. 3

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

After line 8, insert:

“Sgc. 2. Section 2053 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 (relating to deductions
from the gross estate for expenses, indebted-
ness, and taxes) is hereby amended by re-
designating subsection (d) .to be subsection

{e) and by adding after subsection (c) a
new subsection as follows:

“‘(d) Certain State death taxes:

“‘(1) General rule: Notwithstanding the
provisions of subsection (c) (1) (B) of this
section, for purposes of the tax imposed by
section 2001, the value of the taxable estate
may be determined, if the executor so elects
before the expiration of the period of limita=-
tion for assessment provided In section 8501,
by deducting from the value of the gross
estate the amount (as determined In accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary or his delegate) of any estate, succes-
slon, legacy, or inheritance tax imposed by &
State or Territory or the District of Columbta,
or any possession of the United States, upon
a transfer by the decedent for public, chari-
table, or religious uses described in section
2055 or 2106 (a) (2). The election shall be
exercised in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate.

**(2) Condition for allowance of deduce
tlon: No deduction shall be allowed under
paragraph (1) for a State death tax specified
therein unless the decrease in the tax im-
posed by section 2001 which results from the
deduction provided for in paragraph (1) will
inure solely for the benefit of the public,
charitable, or religious transferees described
in section 2055 or section 2106 (a) (2). In
any case where the tax lmposed by section
2001 is equitably apportioned among all the
transferees of property included in the gross
estate, Including those described in sections
20556 and 2106 (a) (2) (taking into account
any exemptions, credits, or deductions
allowed by this chapter), in determining
such decrease, there ghall be disregarded any
decrease in the Federal estate tax which any
transferees other than those described in
sections 2055 and 2106 (a) (2) are required
to pay.

“*(8) Efect of deduction on credit for
State death taxes: See section 2011 (e) for
the effect of a deduction taken under this
subsection on the credit for State death
taxes,’ "

After line 8, Insert:

“Skc. 3. Section 2011 of the Internal Reve=
nue Code of 1954 is amended by adding after
subsection (d) a mew subsection as follows:

“‘(e) Limitation in cases involving deduc-
tion under section 2053 (d): In any case
where a deduction is allowed under section
2053 (d) for an estate, successlon, legacy, or
inheritance tax imposed upon-a transfer for
public, charitable, or religious uses described
in section 2055 or 2106 (a) (2), the allowance
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of the credit under this section shall be sub=-
ject to the following conditions and limita-
tions:

**(1) The taxes described In subsection
(a) shall not include any estate, succession,
legacy, or inheritance tax for which a deduc-
tion is allowed under section 20563 (d).

#¢(2) The credit shall not exceed the lesser

“‘(A) the amount stated in subsection (b)
on a taxable estate determined by allowing
the deduction authorized by section 20563

d), or
¢ “‘(B) that proportlon of the amount
' stated in subsection (b) on a taxable estate

- determined without regard to the deduction
authorized by section 2053 (d) as (i) the
amount of the taxes described in subsection
{a), as limited by the provisions of para-
graph (1) of this subsection, bears to (ii)
the amount of the taxes described in sub-
section (a) before appylying the limitation
contained in paragraph (1) of this sub-
section.

“'(3) If the amount determined under
. subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2) is less
than the amount determined under sub-
paragraph (A) of that paragraph, then for
purposes of subsection (d) such lesser
amount shall be the maximum credit pro-
vided by subsection (b)".

‘“Sec. 4. ' The amendments to the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 made by sections 2
and 3 of this act, and provisions having the
same effect as this amendment, which shall
be considered to be included in chapter 3
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1839, shall
apply to the estates of all decedents dying
after December 31, 1953."

-Amend the title so as to read: “An act to
amend section 208 (b) of the Technical
.Ghanges Act of 1963, and for other purposes.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. CooPER]?

There was no objection.

- The Senate amendments were a.greed
to, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

Mr..COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp on the
bill (H. R. 2667) and the Senate amend-
ments.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, H. R.
2667, as it passed the House, amended
section 208 (b) of the Technical Changes
Act of 1953 by making that provision
applicable to estates of decedents dying
after December 31, 1947, instead of to
estates of decedents dying after Decem-
ber 31, 1950. This change was thought
necessary because section 208 of the act
had permitted for estate-tax purposes
the tax-free release of certain powers
of appointment of discretionary trust if
the grantor was under a mental disabil-
ity for a continuous period of not less
than 3 months beginning before Decem-
ber 31, 1947, and ending with his death.
The provision did not extend relief to
a grantor under such a disability who
died after December 31, 1947, and before
January 1, 1951.

The Senate, in acting on this legisla-
tion, amended the bill to include an
amendment that had been previously
added as an amendment to H. R. 6887
by the Senate in the 1st session of the
84th Congress.
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As you will recall, Mr. Speaker, H. R.
6887, as it passed the House, provided
an extension for 1 year of the time in
which income resulting from the dis-
charge of indebtedness of a railroad cor=
poration could be excluded from gross
income.

H. R. 6887 was amended by the Sen-
ate to provide for the following situa-
tion: Existing law measures the deduc-
tion for charitable bequests by the
amount which the charity actually re-
ceives, Therefore, if a State imposes a
tax on the charitable bequest and the
State tax must be paid from the chari-
table bequest, the Federal estate-tax de-
duction permissible because of the chari=
table bequest is diminished by the
amount of the State tax and the amount
of the Federal estate tax increased ac-
cordingly. If the additional Federal
estate tax thus produced must also be
paid out of the charitable bequest, the
charitable deduction will be reduced
again in turn and the estate tax cor-
respondingly increased, with a resulting
pyramiding of tax on tax. The combi=-
nation of State tax and Federal tax thus
imposed results in the dissipation of a
large part of the bequest intended by
the testator for charitable purposes.

The Senate amendment was designed
to prevent this pyramiding by granting
a deduction for Federal estate-tax pur-
poses for the amount of an estate, suc=
cession, legacy, inheritance tax imposed
by a State upon a transfer by the de=
cedent for publie, charitable, or reli-
gious uses described in section 2055 of
the 1954 code.

After the adoption of the bill, as
amended, by both Houses of Congress,
the President indicated his disapproval
of the amendment, stating that while
he was sympathetic to the objectives of
the amendment, certain defects had
caused him to reluctantly withhold his
approval. The Senate has reconsidered
the amendment and incorporated in
H. R. 2667 substitute provisions which
meet the objections raised by the ad-
ministration. I urge that the Senate
amendment be agreed to.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
the amendment added by the other body
to H. R. 2667 was approved with minor
variations last session by the unanimous
vote of the Committee on Ways and
Means. As the distinguished chairman
of our committee has explained, the
amendment last year was the subject of
a memorandum of disapproval from the
President. The President’s disapproval
was based solely upon certain technical
deficiencies in the language of the
amendment and was not based upon the
merits of the proposal. It is my under=
standing that the language in the
amendment now before us meets these
technical objections. In view of this
faet, I join in asking that the House con~
cur in the amendment,
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TO AMEND THE INTERNAL REVENUE
CODE OF 1939 TO PROVIDE A
CREDIT AGAINST THE ESTATE
TAX FOR FEDERAL ESTATE TAXES
PATD ON CERTAIN PRIOR TRANS-
FERS

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 7054) to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1939 to provide a credit against the es-
tate tax for Federal estate taxes paid on
certain prior transfers, with Senate
amendments thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendments,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 2, line 8, after “ "transferor')”, insert .

“who was the spouse of the decedent at the
time of such person’s.death and",

Page 2, line 8, strike out “six months” and
insert “two years”,

Page 3, line 3, strike out "6 months" and
insert “two years”. [

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. COOPER] ? :

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were agreed
to, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp on the
bill (H. R. 7054) s.nd the Senate amend-
ment.

The SPEAKER. - Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman Irom
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, H. R.
7054, as it passed the House, added a new
section to the Internal Re\renue Code of
1939 to provide that an executor of an
estate could elect to take a credit against
the estate tax for the amount of tax
paid on property passing to a decedent
from a person who died within 6
months prior to the decedent's death.
In addition, the bill provided that those
claiming such a credit should forgo any
deduction for previously taxed property
allowed by section 812 (¢) of the 1939
code. The new section was made avail-
able with respect to estates of decedents
dying after December 31, 1951, and be=
fore August 16, 1954.

The Senate amendments extend the
time from 6 months to 2 years in which
the two deaths must occur in order to
obtain the election and provide that the
person from whom the property passed
to the taxpayer must be the taxpayer’'s
spouse. I urge that the Senate amend-
ments be agreed to.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the REcorp on
the bill (H. R. 7054).

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
H. R. T054 is a bill sponsored by my dis=
tinguished colleague on the Committee
on Ways and Means, the gentleman
from Tennessee, Representative BAXER.
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Very simply, it corrects a very severe
hardship wherein a small estate has been
subject to two Federal estate taxes with-
in a period of less than 6 months. The
Senate amendment simply increases the

6-month period contained in the House"
bill to 2 years. I ask that the House con-
cur in this amendment. x

AMENDING THE ARMED FORCES
RESERVE ACT OF 1952

Mr. BROOES of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
immediate consideration of the bill (H.
R. 8107) to amend the Armed Forces
Reserve Act of 1952, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I shall not, I
think the gentleman from Louisiana
might well explain to the House exactly
the action the Armed Services Commit-
tee took and the effect of the bill.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. This bill
has one single purpose: It deletes sub-
section (d), section 262, of the Armed
Forces Reserve Act of 1952. At the pres-
ént time a man entering the National
Guard, a volunteer for active duty for
training purposes, the committee found
had been receiving the pay of E-1, which
is $78 a month. The man, however, who
for 6 months’ training purposes enters
the Army Reserve or Navy Reserve or any
part of the Federal Reserve receives only
$50 per month. We have the situation
now of one man in active 6-months
training getting from the National Guard
$78 a month and another person from
the Reserves getting $50. This bill
would eliminate this inequity and give
the enlistee in the Reserve for training
purposes under the 6-months provision
of the bill we passed last year $78, the
pay of an E-1 soldier.

Mr. ARENDS. In other words, this
bill merely equalizes the pay of these
individuals who enter the six months’
training program and then go into the
National Guard,

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. The Fed-
eral Reserve soldier gets $50; the trainee
from the National Guard gets $78. This
will equalize the pay.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr., HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does
this equalization business reduce any-
one'’s pay?

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. No; it
merely equalizes the pay of all the buck
privates going in under this 6-month
program.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genblema.n from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 262 of the
Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1852 (Public Law
476, 82d Cong.) is hereby amended by de-
leting subsection (d) thereof.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third

Mr.
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time, and passed, and a motion to recon~
sider was laid on the table.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to re-
vise and extend my remarks and to ex-
tend my remarks at this point on the
subject of the development of the Re-
serve program.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, a great many questions have
been asked within recent weeks regard-
ing enlistments under the terms of the
Reserve Forces Act of 1955, which I
sponsored through the Congress last
year. I am glad to be able to report
substantial progress is being made in ob-
taining enlistments under this new Re-
serve program. The encouraging fea-
ture is that enlistments are increasing
week by week almost without exception,
and by next June the Congress may learn
that we have obtained a substantial por-
tion of the goals allotted for the build-
ing of our Reserve program.

I include a chart giving the figures for
the Army, the Navy, and the Marine
Corps:

Enlistments for Army under Reserve Forces

Act
ARMY
Bec. 261, | Sec. 262,
G-year S-year Sec.
Reserve | Reserve | 263 (b),
enlist- enlist- | incen-
ment, ment tive
2 years' with 6 pro-
active | months' | gram
duty training
L4 B A R e 67 65 3
September... 453 779 13
Octob 548 1,243 60
Now ember ................ 670 1, 644 86
December- .. .. ... T 2,341 102
Jmuury (astimated) ...... 80 2,370 180
Total.. s 3,402 8, 442 444
Army grand total__ | 12, 378 |
MARINE CORPS
Angust 1] (1]
124 0
27 2
253 19
3 151 19
January (esti 250 40
Total 1,075 100
NAVY
Véy figures do not lend themselves to a monthly
breakdown. Since the bill was signed into law under

the program the Navy has enlisted under sec. 261 through
Dec. 31, 1955, a total of 15,343. The Navy is averaging
around 3 000 a month under sec. 261,

NoTE—The figure that is given under sec. 262, that is
8,442 for the Army and 1,075 for the Marines, is not the
figure of the enlistees who are actually in training at the
present time in the 6 months’ program use many of
ttwaihava been deferred because of high school enroll-
men

From week to week the Defense De-
partment has given me reports showing
the current enlistments in the Army. I
am happy to be able to report that these
enlistments are steadily climbing at the
rate of almost 150 persons each week
under this new Reserve program. I be-
lieve by the end of this month we may be
obtaining for the 6 months’ training pro-
gram alone some 1,800 persons per

month,
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From the chart and explanation set
forth above it appears the Marine Corps
has an excellent chance of obtaining its
yearly quota enlistment under the Re-
serve active duty ftraining program,
which quota has been set at 5,500. Al-
ready the marines have obtained more
than 1,000 enlistments and they are
steadily climbing.

The Navy enlistment program falls
under section 262 of the law, which per=-
mits enlistments in the Reserve forces
for 6 years, coupled with 2 years of active
duty in the Navy, with an average of
more than 3,000 per month. We can gain
tremendous encouragement from the re-
sponse given to the Navy appeal.

The difficult part of the program, of
course, lies in the Army. At the rate
these enlistments are climbing, however,
there is still hope that before the end of
the fiscal year the Army may have ob-
tained a large percentage of its quota for
enlistments generally and especially for
its quota under section 262 for 6 months"
active duty training.

NEWS RELEASES BY SECRETARY OF
COMMERCE WEEKS

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Speaker, Secre-
tary of Commerce Sineclair Weeks is sec-
ond only to Secretary Benson of Agri-
culture in maintaining poor relations
with the legislative branch of the Gov-
ernment. The most recent example of
his ineptness was brought to light this
morning when it became known through
press circles that Mr. Weeks, aided and
abetted- by Under Secretary of Com-
merce for Transportation, Louis 8.
Rothschild, released the list of Federal
aid to airport projects in the various
congressional districts approved for the
remainder of the current fiscal year,
through the National Republican Com-
mittee where advanced tips are being
given to Republican national commit-
teemen and to selected Republican
Members of Congress in order that they
might claim credit for having obtained
Federal funds for local airports.

This action would not seem so strange
if it were not for the fact that in 1954
this administration undertook to destroy
the Federal ald to airport program by
requesting no funds for it in the Presi-
dent’s budget. It was revived by an
amendment which I offered on the floor
of the House to the Commerce Depart-
ment appropriation bill providing $22
million to reinstate the program which
was overwhelmingly adopted by the
Democratic-controlled House.

Secretaries Weeks and Rothschild
have clearly demonstrated their politi-
cal contempt for Members of Congress
of the majority party by their conspir-
acy to claim eredit for a program this
administration undertook to "destroy.
In other words, they deny parenthood
but are willing to adopt the child.
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When congressional indignation be-
came apparent this morning to the
Commerce Department, they hastily
announced that the program would be
announced at 11:45 today at a press con-
-ference at the Department of Commerce,
‘and that copies of the program listing
‘various projects would be available on
Capitol Hill at 12 o’clock naon. -

* ‘To say the least, we on this side of the
aisle shall not be quick to forget this sort
of political shenanigan.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
‘unanimous consent to address the House
‘for 1 minute and to revise and extend
‘my remarks and inciude extraneous
madtter.

' The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

- Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to make an inguiry of the gentle-
man from Georgia who just addressed
this body.

The gentleman from Georgia is chair-
man of the subcommittee that handled
.this program, is he not?

Mr. PRESTON. I am.

Mr. BOGGS. Does the gentleman
from Georgia have this list?

Mr. PRESTON. I donot.

Mr. BOGGS. Does any member of
the gentleman’'s committee have this
list?

Mr. PRESTON. They do not.

Mr. BOGGS. Where did the gentle-
man get his information that the Re-
-publican National Committee has the
-list?

« Mr. PRESTON. 1 telephoned the
Public Relations Office of the CAA after
hearing reports to this effect and was
advised that they had nothing to release
on it, that they had received repeated
calls from members of the press who
stated to them they have been advised
-by the national committee of these
various projects.

Mr. BOGGS. Was it not the work of
the gentleman that made possible this
. existing program, and I refer to the
gentleman and the other members of his
subcommittee?

Mr. PRESTON. And supported by a
majority of Democrats and a good many
Republicans.

Mr. BOGGS. I submit this is an
amazing piece of political propaganda.

THE COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, on last
Tuesday the Committee on the Judiciary
presented immigration bills in a new
manner. Previously each separate im-
migration bill had been presented on the
floer of the House. Under the new sys-

* tem all bills that are in a particular cate-
gory will be grouped together, as they
were last Tuesday, and presented on the

floor of the House. In the report the
number of each bill will be given together

with the names of the sponsor and the
beneficiaries. The Committee on the
Judieciary will netify each Member of the
-action taken on his bill.

This has been done for the reason that
it will relieve a burden on the President
to sign so many imdividual bills and it
will take less time on the floor of the
House.

BRIGHT OUTLOOK FOR AMERICAN-
FLAG SHIPPING ON GREAT LAKES-
OVERSEAS ROUTE

Mr, ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. - Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. ZABLOCEKI. Mr. Speaker, this

.morning’s announcement that the Great

Lakes-St. Lawrence River Seaway—the
shipping route between Great Lakes
ports and those of Western Europe—has
been declared an essential foreign-trade
route, carries an encouraging promise for
the future of American-flag shipping on
this vital waterway.

This determination by the United
States Maritime Administration opens
the way for American ship operators to
receive operating-differential subsidy,
provided in the Merchant Marine Act
of 1936, for service on this vital avenue
of commerce.

At present, Great Lakes shipping—
as well as shipping between Great Lakes
ports and overseas destinations—is very
active and growing in volume. However,
there are no American-flag vessels oper-
ating between the Great Lakes ports and
Western Europe. That entire commerce
is earried in foreign-flag vessels.

The deeision of the Maritime Commis-
sion will give American shipping con-
siderable opportunity to compete with
foreign-flag vessels in carrying trade be-
tween America's heartland and Western
Europe. It will provide assistance to
American shipbuilders, and American
ship operators. It will mean brighter
prospects for Milwaukee’s outstanding
shipbuilding and port activities.

Mr. Speaker, I earnestly hope that this
important development will speed up
congressional action on pending legisla-
tion providing for the improvement of
the Great Lakes connecting channels. I
am equally hopeful that it will expedite
the necessary surveys of Great Lakes
port facilities, and prampt earrying out
of the required dredging and related
projects. These steps are necessary to
complete the opening of the Great Lakes
to ocean shipping.

Now that the Great Lakes-Western
Europe route has been officially declared
essential to eur Nation, we must move
rapidly ahead in the directions I have
just outlined. There should be no delays,
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MARITIME LABOR STABILITY
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

‘unanimous consent to address the House

for 1 minute and fo revise and extend
my remarks.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

‘the request of the gentleman 'from

North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, during
the first session of this Congress, the
Committee on Merchant Marine and

‘Fisheries made extensive field studies and

conducted hearings on the difficult and
complex problems of labor-management
relations in our maritime industry.

In the course of these studies, it de-
veloped that collective bargaining agree-
ments between different seagoing labor

‘groups, longshore labor groups, and man-

agement organizations on the east and
west coasts of the United States expire
on June 15 and September 30 of each
year. The lack of a commeon expiration
date has plagued the maritime industry

for years. Strangely enough, both man-

agement and labor leaders have recog-
nized this and have stated publicly their

-support for the establishment of a com-

mon termination date. And yet, no real
effort has been made to agree upon a
satisfactory date. Accordingly I recently
undertook fo get the parties together in
my office.

It is not my desire to have the Mer-
chant Marine Committee interfere in
labor negotiations. That is certainly not
the function of any congressional com-
mittee. But, somebody had to take the
initiative, and it seemed to me a natural
followup on the extensive work we had
done in this field.

I was gratified with the completely
objective approach which both manage-
ment and labor took at the conference.
They readily agreed that a uniform date
was desirable. The date decided upon,
Aungust 1, was selected only because it is
halfway between the two dates when the
contracts now expire, June 15 and Sep-~
tember 30.

If the New York Shipping Association
coneurs in the date, the road will be open
for maritime labor and management to
begin an era of unparalleled stability in
the industry. I am hopeful that the two
great leaders of the seagoing unions, Mr.
Joseph Curran and Mr. Harry Lunde-

- ‘berg, will see their way clear to accepting

no - procrastination. The full opening

of our great heartland to world com-
merce, in which American-flag shipping
can play its proper role; is a paramount
need of our day.

this new date for their contracts, as well.
It is my intention to meet with them at
the earliest opportunity.

CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW VETER-
‘ANS' HOSPITAL IN THE METRO-
POLITAN WASHINGTON AREA

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Maryland?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANEFORD. Mr. Speaker, T was
shocked and amazed to hear last even-
ing on the radio a statement which was
attributed to the Office of Defense Mo-
bilization. The statement was to the
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effect that the ODM was opposed to the
consfruction of a veterans' hospital in
the metropolitan Washington area. The
reason given for such a stand was that
this is a vital area, vulnerable to enemy
attack, It was further reported that the
ODM called for dispersal of veterans’
hospitals.

Now, Mr. Speaker, let us follow this
trend of thought—that is the dispersal
of veterans’ hospitals—to its logical con-
clusions. If veterans’ hospitals are not
to be located in any large, urban, in-
dustrial areas because of the vulnerabil-
ity to enemy attack it means that there
will be no hospital services available to
the veterans in these areas, the very vet-
erans who contributed so much to th=»
great industrial strength of our Nation.
It would mean that a large proportion
of the labor force in such industrial cen-
ters as Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia,
New York, Boston, Baltimore, and San
Francisco would be without the facilities
which a grateful people and a grateful
Congress have determined to be rightly
theirs. By the same token, it would mean
that the veterans living in the area of
the Capital of the greatest of free na-
tions—which freedom they fought for—
would be denied these facilities. Mr.
Speaker, you may be able to disperse
veterans' hospitals but you cannot dis-
perse veterans.

While ODM is calling for the dis-
persal of veterans’ hospitals they have
not seen fit to raise their voices against
the rather arbitrary attitude taken by
the CIA in demanding that its junior
Pentagon be located only a stone’s throw
from the White House. They have not
protested against a proposed new State
Department Building in the city of
Washington. Let them be consistent but
above all let them remember that vet-
erans are human beings and are not to
be treated as steel plants.

The situation in the metropolitan
Washington area is deplorable. Mt.
Alto, the only veterans' hospital in the
area, was built many years ago as a
girls school. It is totally inadequate to
meet our needs. We need a new hos-
pital and we need it in this area. The
veteran population of this area is tre-
mendous,

Mr. Speaker, I hope that this type of
thinking will not prevail and that this
Congress will authorize and appropriate
the money requested to construct a new
veterans’ hospital in this area.

FRANK COLLINS, BOY ‘SCOUT

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
T ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday there was given to me one of
the great thrills of my experience here
as & Member of Congress. I wasa break-
fast guest of a large and prestiged party
that included an associate justice of the
Supreme Court of the United States and
many others representative of the high=
est in governmental, civilian, and reli-
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gious activities. But for Members of the
Congress it was the most exclusive affair
to which I have been invited during my
terms in this body.

No Member of Congress got to that
breakfast on his own merits. He was
invited there because a young man in
his district had rendered the outstand-
ing service to God and country that gave
to his Congressman the distinction of
being a guest there. I owe my invitation
to the service, the devotion, the quality
of high character of Frank Collins, se-
lected as one of the 12 outstanding Boy
Scouts of the United States. I owe much
to Frank Collins, as also does the Sec-
ond Congressional District of Illinois, to
which he has brought this distinction
and for which he has set a pattern of
good citizenship.

Frank is 17 years old and he resides
with his parents at 5543 Dorchester Ave-
nue, Chicago. He is an Eagle Scout and
Explorer of Post 2512, sponsored by the
Hyde Park Methodist Church. I know
that the members of that church must be
very happy that a member of the unit
sponsored by them has been chosen as
one of the 12 outstanding Boy Scouts of
the Nation. It is-a signal honor. Never
before has a member of the Boy Scouts
in Chicago been given this most enviable
honor,

Frank began as a Boy Scout in De-
cember 1947, and achieved Webelos rank.
He is a lodge chief of the Order of the
Arrow. He participated in 36 days of
rugged camping at the Philmont Scout
Ranch in 1953, attended the Second Na-
tional Jamboree of the Boy Scouts of
America at Valley Forge in 1950 and also
took part in the Eighth World Jamboree
last August at Ontario, Canada. He
attends Hyde Park High School, where
he is president of the Conservation Club
and photographic editor of the school
annual. How proud and happy the fac-
ulty and teachers at Hyde Park must
be with this great honor attained by a
Hyde Parker.

Frank is a holder of the God and coun-
try award. He had 8 years of perfect
attendance at Sunday school and is pres-
ident of the Methodist Youth Fellow-
ship. I especially congratulate and com-
mend this young man for his regularity
in attendance. I am sure that if when
he is older he is elected to the Congress
he will hold to the same rule of regu-
larity in attendance and end up with
a perfect record on rollealls including
quorum calls,

He was one of eight Explorers selected
to accompany the submarine U-505 from
Montreal to Cleveland. He has built up
a mineral collection as his intellectual
hobby and on leaving Hyde Park High
School intends to study civil engineer-
ing.

Here in Washington we have many
affairs to which we are invited because
we are Members of the Congress. This
was a breakfast where being a Member
of Congress did not count. Frank Col-
lins earned the invitation for me, and
I was never so honored as when I sat
by his side, he who had earned for his
Congressman this invitation by his own
fine service as a good citizen.

Under the slogan “Onward for God
and my country,” the Boy Scouts are
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marching on to meet the challenge of
these times. As I sat at that breakfast
table listening to Frank and the other
honored 11 Boy Scouts I could not es-
cape the thought that here in this great
Scout movement was the answer to the
juvenile-delinquency problem. If our
newspapers would give less space to the
sensationalism of teen-age gangs and
more space to what the Boy Scouts are
doing in ingraining in young minds
the tenets of good citizenship and the
precepts of religion, it seems to me that
we would have a much more accurate
picture of the American youth of today. *

My hat is off to Frank Collins, to his
fellow Scouts, to the dedicated leader-
ship of the Boy Scout movement and
to all the youth of America which, given
the chance, will prove itself and pre-
pare for a better tomorrow,

LEAKING INFORMATION AT THE CAA

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I want to extend my deepest
sympathy to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. PrEsTON] who was shocked by
the fact that the New Dealers here in
the executive departments broke down
the other day and gave Republicans some
information about what was going on.
Heretofore they have been withholding
that information. These hold-overs,
these New Dealers, have channeled that
information to the Democrats. Now it
seems that someone—it was not I—
learned something about what was going
to happen in his district and took a lit-
tle advantage of it. That is terrible, to
give us any information. I hope here-
after they will give us some more.

ELECTRICAL AND MECHANICAL OF-
FICE EQUIPMENT, HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on House
Adminstration, I ask unanimous consent
for the immediate consideration of the
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 526) to
amend the joint resolution of March 25,
1953, relating to electrical and mechan-
ical office equipment for the use of
Members, officers, and committees of the
House of Representatives, to remove offi-
cers and committees from certain limita=
tions, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

Mr. LECOMPTE. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man from Missouri explain this joint
resolution and the necessity for it?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I will be
happy to.

Most of the Members will recall that
a few years ago we provided for the
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purchase of electrical office egquipment
for use in the offices of the Membess.
We included in that legislation officers
of the House and ocommnitiees of the
House, under the same restrictions as in-
dividual Members.

This joint resolution would remove the
officers of the House and the committees
of the House from these limitations.
Many of the committees have many sub-
committees, and because of this they
find i impossible to furnish their sub-
committees with sufficient electrical
equipment under the law now in effect.

‘'We are asking that the committees and
the officers of the House be removed
from that limitation.

The ether change is that we would
provide for the use of electric typewriters
as standard equipment in offices where
they are desired, up fo a limit of two
machines, which would not be charged
to the Member's electrieal-equipment
account. In the case of those Members
who now have electric typewriters
eharged to their electrical eguipment,
that charge would be removed. Mem-
bers who now have manual typewriters
and who feel that the work of their
offices could be expedited and done more
effectively and efficiently with electric
typewriters could have up to two of these
maechines without their being charged
to the electrical-equipment aceount.

Mr. LeCOMPTE. If is true, of course,
that all Members may have two electrie
typewriters now if they are willing to
have them charged to their equipment
account; is that correct?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. That is cor-
rect, yes sir.

Mr. Le=COMPTE. This resolution just
removes that restriction?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. We are re-
moving that part of the restriction, yes

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Many Mem-
bers came before our commitiee and in-
dicated that while, perhaps, it is not
necessary, it is desirable. I think with
the progress that has been made in the
development of office equipment, we have
found over the years that electric type-
writers have become the generally ac-
cepied efficiency machine. May I say for
the benefit of the gentleman from Iowa
who served on the committee with me, as
he knows I was opposed to the first legis-
lation which set up this equipment ac-
count.

Mr. LeCOMPTE. As I was also.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. And I made
eertain predictions of what I thought
would happen. As a member of this
subcommittee, I have tried to bring about
not only efficient operation but also more
economical operation, and I will eontinue
t0 do se. I do net want to leave the im-

that this is not going to cost
some additional money, but we also find
that in the conduct of many offices there
are added expenses coming along at all
times.

Mr. LeCOMPTE. What the gentle-
man says is correct, that he and I stood
together in minority, I think, in opposing
the electric equipment proposition when
it was first inaugurated.
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HOFPMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object.
I would like to know will the committee
staff, the minority members of the staff,
under this have an opportunity to get
electric typewriters?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I would pre-
sume that any stafl would have the op-
portunity.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I know,
but the minority, for example, on our
committee where we have some 50 em-
ployees, we have 2 minority out of 50 and
they are both operating with manual
typewriters. We would just like to catch
up with the other 40.

Mr, JONES of Missouri. I suggest
the gentleman talk to his ehairman and
I am sure that if it is found to be neces-
sary, he will get the typewriters.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I{ is
the understanding we are going to get
some; is it not?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I think it is.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman froma Mis-
souri [Mr. JoNEs]?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

House Joint Resolution 526

Joint resolution %o amend the joint resohu-
tion of March 25, 1983, relating to elec-
trical and mechanieal office equipment for
the use of Members, officers, and commit-
tees of the House of Representatives, to
remove officers and committees from cer-
taln Iimitations, and for other purposes
Resolved, ete., That (a) subsection (a) of

the first section of the joint resolution en-

titled *“Joint resolution to authorize the

Clerk of the House of Representatives to fur-

nish ecertaln electrical or mechanical office

equipment for the use of Members, officers,
and committees of the House of Representa-
tives,” approved Mareh 25, 1953, as amended

(2 U. B. C, sec. 112a (a)), is amended by

striking out the Iast sentence thereof.

(b) Subsection (b) of the first section of
such joint resolution, as amended (2 V. 8. C,,
sec. 112a (b)), is amended to read as follows:

“(b) The value of eguipment Iurnished
under this section, together wtlh the value
of any equipment purchased umder House
Resolution 318, 82d Congress, which may be
in use in the office of a Member at any one
time shall not exceed $2,500. For the pur-
poses of this sabsection the valae of any
article of equipment shall be deemed to be
the cost thereof less depreciation, determined
im accordance with rules or regulations pre-
seribed by the Committee on House Admin-
fstration.”

{c) Subsection (e) ef the first section of
such foint resolution, as amended (2 U. 8. C,,
gsec. 112a (c¢)), is amended by striking out
*, officer or committee.”

(d)y Subsection (d) of the first section of
such joint resolution, as amended (2 7. 8.C,,
ur.-.na: (d)). mmmwwmgm

“, officer, or committee.”

Sxc. 2. Such joint resolution approved
March 26, 1953, is further amended by re-

sections 2, 3, 4, and § as sections

“Sec. 2. In addition to the electrie type-
writers which may be furnished under the
first seotion of this joint resolution, the Clerk
of the House of Representatives, upon re-
quest of any Member, shall furnish for use
in the office of such Member not to exeeed
two electric typewriters.
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*“8ec. 3. The cost of elecirical or mechani-
cal office eguipment furnished under this
jolnt resolution shall be paid from the com-
tingent fund of the House of Representa-
tives.”

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE
AND FISHERIES

- Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous eonsent that the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Pisheries may
sit this afternoon during general debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the reguest of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

WASHITA RIVER BASIN RECLAMA-
TION PROJECT

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Commiitee on Rules, I call
up the resolution (H. Res. 363) providing
for the eonsideration of S. 180, a bill to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to construet, operate, and maintain the
Washita River Basin reclamation proj-
ect, Oklahoma, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the resohution, as
follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it ghall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the Btate of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (8.
180) to awthorize the Secrétary of the Inte-
rior to construct, operate, and mainiain the
Washita River Basin reclamation project,
Oklahoma. After general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and continue not to
excoed 2 hours, to be equally divided and
controled by the ehairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affadrs, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the econsideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted
and the previous question ghall be considered
a8 ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion exeept one motion to recommit.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ore-
gon [Mr. BLrLsworTH], and at this time I
yield myself such time as I may reguire.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 363 will
make in order the consideration of the
bill, Senate 180, te authorize the Seere-
tary of the Interior to eonstruct, oper-
ate, and maintain the Washita River
Basin reclamation projeet, Oklahoma.

House Resolution 363 provides for an
open rule with 2 hours of general debate
on the bill itself.

Construction of this projeet would pro-
vide for storing floodwaters o meet the
needs for irrigation and for munieipal
and industrial water supply. The de-
tailed plan of development is set out in
House Document No. 219 of the 83d
Congress.

The estimated project eosts total
$40.600,000. The cost allocated to irri-
gation would be repaid witheut interest
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under the 50-year principle in reclama-
tion law. The amount assigned to be
repaid by the irrigation water users
would be returned in a period of not more
than 55 years, exclusive of any develop-
ment period. The cost alloeated to mu-
nicipal water would be repaid in 50 years
with interest at the same rate which the
Federal Government pays on its long-
term loans. Municipal water paymenis
to the Pederal Government would con-
tinue so long as the costs of irrigation
works are unpaid.

Irrigation benefits from eonstructien
of the works which would be authorized
are estimated to be $750,000 annually.
The flood-control benefits are estimated
to be $734,000 annually.

I hope the rule will be adopted so that
the House may proceed to the considera-
tion of this legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Qregon [Mr. ELinsworTH] is recognized.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, as
stated by the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. Boriiwe]l this resolution
makes in order consideration of the bill
8. 180 for the Washita project. In
looking over the report on this bill, I am
struck by the fact that a substantial
portion of the project has to do with
flood contrel. In the congressional dis-
trict which I represent we have lately,
in December of this past year, suffered
terrific flood damages. Six of the seven
counties I represent are declared dis-
aster areas, so we know something about
floods. We know the value of any leg-
islation which will help in the way of
flood control.

There was no objection on our side in
the Committee on Rules to the adoption
of this rule, and I hope the House will
adopt it without delay.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Bpeaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous guestion was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (S. 180) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to construet, oper-
ate, and maintain the Washita River
Basin reclamation project, Oklahoma.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the eon-
sideration of the bill S. 180, with Mr.
ABERNETHY iIn the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Excre] will be recognized for 1 hour, and
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
Mirrrer} will be recognized for 1 howur.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from California [Mr. EncLE].

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from the Commit-
tee on Rules, the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. BoLrLing} and his associate,
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the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. ErLs-
woRrTH], on the other side have outlined
the general purport of this project. This

is a bill to authorize the Seeretary of

the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Washita River Basin reela-
mation project in Oklahoma.

The bill we have before us, 5. 180, was
passed by the Senate on May 2, 1955,
without any oppesition, it being spon-
sored in that body by Senator Kxar and
Senator MowroNEY. The House hear-
ings were held on a similar bill intro-
duyced by the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. WICKERSHAM].

The Department of the Interior has
filed with our committee a favorable re-
port on this legislation, which appears,
for those who desire to look at it, on
page 7 of the commitiee report. There
are several lefters in the latter part of

the report because of certain discussions -

which occurred with regard to the allo-
cation of the funds for this project as
between municipal water supply, irriga-
tion, flood control, and se forth. But the
key statement made by the Secretary of
the Interior is on page 7, in which he
says in his letter of June 30, 1955, to Mr.
AsPINALL, chairman of the Subeommittee
on Irrigation and Reclamation:

Our review of these documents indicates
that the amendments suggested In our let-
ter of May 25, starting on page 2 thereof, and
numbered (1) thrm:.gh (4). inclusive, have
been covered in S. 180.

The Secretary in a previous letter
dated May 25, 1955, approved the project
subject to certain amendments being
adopted which, as indicated in his letter
of June 30 of the same year, have been
incorporated in the Senate bill which is
before us.

The Bureau of the Budget has also ap-
proved the legislation, and their letter
appears on page 6 of the report and more
particularly at the top of page 7. The
Bureau of the Budget, through Mr.
Belcher, the Assistant Director states:

Accordingly, enactment of 8. 180 would be
without objection only if it is amended to
eonform to the Secretary’s modified project
report of July 28, 1953, and the conditions
set forth In the above-mentioned letters.

Whieh, of course, is to be read in eon-
junction with the statement made by the
Secretary of the Interior in his letter.

Another significant fact about this leg-
islation is that the President of the
United States in his budget message of
last year recommended the apprepria-
tion of $500,000 for this project even
prior to the time the project was au-
thorized. That matier appears on page
3 of the report as follows:

It Is proposed to Initiate construction of
the Washita project, Oklahoma * * * in the
fiseal year 18556, when authorized. The
Washita project is needed to store water for
municipal use and possible future irrigation
development and for flood protection. * * *
An amount of $500,000 is included in the
budget as an estimated 1955 supplemental
appropriation for these projects.

As I say, it is rather unigque for the
Bureau of the Budget to approve funds
for a project prior to the time the project
is actually authorized by the Congress,
but it demonsirates, in mxy opinion, the
general support which this projeet has
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not only in the Congress but also in the
executive branch of the Government.

The cost-to-benefit ratio of this proj-
ect—rather, to state the case the other
way, the benefit-to-cost ratio—is 1.6 to 1,
and almost that on direct benefits, be-
cause irrigation in this projeet is not
the most substantial feature of it.

The need for this project I think is
demonstrated by some of the photo-
graphs that you can see if you step out
in the Speaker's lobby where there are
pictures of the terrible floods. The er-
ratic distribution of the rainfall in the
area to be protected by this project is
the factor that causes these floods to
occur. The map before the committee
at this time shows the relationship of
the project to the State of Oklahoma—
that is shown by the small insert; pos-
sibly some of you may not be able to see
that because it is small, but the general
physical features of the project are indi-
cated on the map which is hanging here
to my right.

The committee report on page 1 deals
with the need for this project:

Because of lack of dependable ground-
water supplies, cities and industries have
had dificulty in obtaining municipal and
indusirial water and must depend upon sur-
ince watler sources.

Within the last 20 years erop production
in the Washita Basin has been, on the aver-
age, reduced by 50 percent because of the
drought eonditions. At the same time, many
cities and towns in the project area have
been forced to eurtail water use even for
domestic purposes. During the summers re-
strictlons have been imposed and enforeed
by heavy penalties for violation of water-use
limitations fixed by ordinances. Construc-
tlon of the works authorized by this legis-
lation would provide for storing the flood-
waters which have resulted in extensive dam-
age and Iater using these waters to meet
the urgent needs for irrigation and for mu-
nicipal and industrial water supply. The
works authorized would be beneficial to fish
and wildlife and would meet an important
need in the area by providing recreational
facilities.

1 think this projeet indicates a forma#t
of which we are going to see more as time
goes along, and that is that instead of
the single-purpose ficod-control ects;
we are going to build these as multiple-
purpose projects in order to cateh the
floodwaters and save this ficodwater for
subseguent use.

An examination of the pictures on the
outside jn the Speaker’'s lobby will indi-
cate the devastating damage that occurs
in this area by reason of the erratic
nature of the storms and the waterflow
in that area. Yet these people are so
hard up for water in the summertime
that they have penalties in the muniei-
pal ordinances if they wash their cars
or water their lawns at the wrong time.

We have seen that same situation in
California in the last few months where
$150 million of damage was done in one
flood; yet next summer we will be so
dry that large areas will be in desperate
need of water. We have to eatch and
hold these floods and use the water in
the succeeding summer months.

The difference between a single pur-
pose flood control project and a multiple
purpose flood control irrigation, munici-
pal water project is this: You have to
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build them bigger. If you build a single
purpose project that will hold 350,000
acre-feet of water for flood control, that
water then has to be released imme-
diately after the flood and gotten out
of the way so that the flood storage will
then be available to catch a new flood.
If a project is going to be used to catch
the water and hold it, it has to be big
enough to catch one flood and be ready
also perhaps to catch all or parts of an-
other,

On the American River development
in California, we first planned the Fol-
som project for 350,000 acre-feet. That
was regarded as a mistake because that
stream is one of the major sources of
water for summertime use. So the
project was expanded to a million acre-
feet, keeping the 350,000 acre-feet for
flood control storage and adding twice
again as much for irrigation and munici-
pal uses. This year we had a flood, but
it happened that the dam was empty
or practically empty because it had just
been completed. That dam contained
nearly a million acre-feet of flood water
and saved the city of Sacramento, our
State ecapital, from going under flood
which would have caused damage at
least equivalent to the cost of the proj-
ect. It has been stated by the Army
engineers and by other water authori-
ties in California that the Folsom project
completed this year has already paid
for itself so far as its flood control bene-
fits are concerned. :

As T said, this is the same kind of a
proposition in this area stricken by these
terrible floods. It would cost $20 million
to build a single-purpose flood-control
project. This project will cost $40 mil-
lion. But on the allocation of benefits,
the allocation for flood control is $15
million; therefore, $5 million of that
allocation goes into these repayable bene-
fits that come back to the Federal Gov-
ernment. Instead of building a single-
purpose flood-control project that costs
£20 million, and that eventually we would
have to build anyway, this committee
proposes, and I think this is going to be
the format that we will see more and
more throughout the ecountry, we are
going to build this a little bigger. The
people are going to pay back the money
used to supply municipal water. In this
instance it will be something like $13
million. These people in the muncipali-
ties agree, incidentally, that if fhe irri-
gators do not go ahead and use any part
of these works for irrigation, the munieci-
pal water users will pick up the amounts
which are allocated in the main struc-
ture, that is, in dams for the benefit of
irrigation. The municipal water supply
constitutes about $12%s million of this
project. So, as a consequence, we get
a project here which is beneficial to this
area in two ways.

It is beneficial because it serves the
flood-control needs of the area, and it
is beneficial because it makes available
to this area, which is in desperate need,
water for the common necessities of life,
making that water available to them,
not only for the period of the payout
of this project but for year and years
after that.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. ENGLE. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, several years ago I had a
project known as the tridam project
that I tried to get through the House in
1953, but I could not get the approval
on the Democratic side to let it pass
through the Congress unless this par-
ticular project was also coupled with it.
We were unable to accomplish that be-
cause of resistance on both sides of the
aisle. Personally I am heartily in favor
of this project. The chairman of the
Interior Committee of the House is prob-
ably the pioneer in recommending these
multiple-purpose projects. He will re-
member that when the Folsom Dam was
first inaugurated, it was a flood-control
project. Senator Downey and myself
had bills put in and testified to its utility
for flood-control benefits. Then later
on we had the Engle bill, and it was my
pleasure to join with my colleague from
California to see that the multiple-pur-
pose project rather than Folsom Dam, as
a flood-control dam would be enlarged
to a multiple-purpose project. I also
think that the record ought to show
that the one who really brought the De-
partments together, the Interior Depart-
ment and the Army engineers, was
our Governor, Earl Warren. These de-
partments were fighting each other over
jurisdiction, and the Governor got them
in his office and literally bumped their
heads together and said, “You better
find a way to get along together, not only
to stop floods but to conserve water.”
For that reason I think any project of
this kind that we ean put on the books
will be a splendid investment. This last
year we have had the most disastrous
year, I think, in the whole history, al-
most, of our country in having very
devastating floods in all parts of the
Union. I am very happy to support this
bill, and I want to congratulate my col-
league on the Armed Services Commit-
tee the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
WickersHAM], who is the author of this
bill, and I hope that the bill passes by a
unanimous vote.

Mr, ENGLE. I would like to comment
on what my friend from California has
said, with particular relevance to there
being any partisan connotation so far
as I am personally concerned with re-
spect to the tridam bill which was be-
fore our committee and of which he was
the author in the last year or so. There
has been, and as long as I am chairman
and can prevent it, there will be no con-
sideration of these beneficial water proj-
ects on a partisan basis. I would like to
say that the gentleman from Nebraska,
Dr, MiLLER, the ranking minority mem-
ber of our committee, has cooperated
with me and I with him in getting out
good and beneficial projects. A week
from today we will have the Ventura
project, which is sponsored by our friend
from California, Mr. TEAGUE. We voted
out the other day, authored by the rank-
ing minority member and former chair-
man of our committee, Dr. MILLER, the
Ainsworth project. The Fryingpan proj-
ect, which is sponsored by Judge CHENO-
weTH, of Colorado, has been voted out.
Last year I recall we had one for our
colleague the gentleman from Idaho
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[Mr. Bupce]l and one for our colleague
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr, ELLs-
worTH] and just the other day we voted
out the Wapinitia project in Oregon for
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr, Coonl.
8o, I just cite the record in order that
there cannot be any doubt on that point.
We take these projects as they come,
and we vote on the merits, and we realize
that if we do not work together, especial-
ly in our great arid West, to build these
necessary projects, we are not going to
get them built,

Mr. JOHNSON of California. If the
gentleman will yield further, I did not
intend to say that there was partisan-
ship on the gentleman's side alone. It
was there on both sides. I could not get
them to join in in support of the two
projects and agree that each one would
be passed. Consequently, both projects
failed of passage in 1953. The tridam
project had the approval of the Presi-
dent, the Interior Department, the House
and Senate Interior Committees, and yet
it failed of passage.

Mr. ENGLE. I am not so sure that
they could have been joined.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I am
not criticizing the gentleman’'s commit-
tee. I have had excellent treatment
from the gentleman’s committee and
from the other committees. The gen-
tleman knows that I am not a partisan
Member of Congress. I try to figure out
what I think is the right thing to do
and do it.

Mr. ENGLE. I believe that is true of
the gentleman—that he does try to figure
out what is the right thing to do and
then tries to do it.

Mr, McVEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGLE, I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. McVEY. I have been interested
in the gentleman’s excellent presentation
of this subject. I wonder if the gentle-
man has figures on what the ultimate
cost of this project will be when com-
pleted.

Mr. ENGLE. When it is completed?

Mr. McVEY. Yes.

Mr. ENGLE. The cost as shown by
the reports, which the gentleman will
find on the last page of the committee
report, is $40,600,000. There is a break-
down there. There is something over
$11 million for irrigation, $12 million for
municipal water, $15 million for flood
control, $839,000 for fish and wildlife,
and $550,000 for recreation.

That may not be what it will cost, be-
cause the irrigators have 10 years to im-
plement their part of the authorization,
which permits them to build some irriga-
tion works. If they do not do that, then
all of this irrigation authorization of
$11,378,000 will not be used. Approxi-
mately $3 million of it will be in these
dams. The municipal water users will
pick that up and pay it. .But it would
reduce the total cost of the project to
about $32 million, all of which would be
repaid with interest, save the interest on
the $3 million. And it would reduce the
amount for flood control from $20,500,-
000, which would be the cost of building
this project as a single-purpose flood-
confrol project, to the allocation made
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here, which is $15 million. Does that
answer the gentleman's question? 3

Mr. McVEY. Yes, sir. I think this
is a very worthwhile undertaking.

Mr. ENGLE. As g matter of fact, this
way of doing it brings the Federal Gov-
ernment out ahead of where it would be
if we built just a single-purpose flood-
control project.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGLE, I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. HALEY. I wonder if the chair-
man of the committee would explain to
the House what type of land will be
brought into production on this irriga-
tion project, and the type of products
raised. In other words, is it the inten-
tion here to build an irrigation project
which will produce mere surpluses to be
piled up on the surpluses we already
have?

Mr. ENGLE. Let me say to the gentle-
man that the area which would be ir-
rigated here is already in farm operation.
We are not going out and bringing in
virgin lands. But the water on the land
will change the crop characteristics to
some extent and to the extent that it
does change the crop characteristics it
will move in the direction of going
away from those items which have
caused us the most trouble, like wheat
and corn, and move in the direction of
frrigated pasture, and things like that,
which have caused us the least amount
of trouble. I might say that there has
not been a very great demonstration of
interest, so I understand, in the building
of these irrigation features up to this
point. That is why the bill provides that
these areas will have 10 years in which
to make up their mind. But I emphasize
that this project does not add to the
total area in production. The land is
already in production. To some extent it
will change the pattern of production,
and for the better so far as our surpluses
are concerned. Less wheat, for instance,
and more irrigated pastures and row
€rops.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGLE. Iyield to the genfleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. There is included a siz-
able item for irrigation, $11 million.
There is $15 million for flood control and
approximately $11 million for irrigation.
That is quite an inducement to them to
get into irrigation. So I want fto renew
the question asked by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Harey]l; what kind
of crops are they going to grow on this
land?

Mr. ENGLE. They have to pay back
the $11 million; do not forget that.

Mr. GROSS. I heard the gentleman
state that.

Mr. ENGLE. They are not getting a
gift that would represent any induce-
ment to them.

Mr. GROSS. What kind of crops are
going to be grown on this land?

Mr. ENGLE. I understand that the
crops at the present time are primarily
wheat and corn. May I ask the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. WICKERSHAM]
if that is not correct?
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Mr. WICKERSHAM. If the gentle-
man will yield to me, yes, wheat and cot-
ton and corn. A lot of this area is sim-
ilar to the area of the W. C. Austin proj-
ect which is about 50 or 60 miles away.
It will grow carrots, spinach, asparagus,
okra, onions, and many vegetables; con-
siderable alfalfa. It will probably take
out of production a Iot of the cotton and
wheat and corn which are in surplus. I
think the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Gross] is right in asking that gquestion.
It does not bring in any new reclamation
projects. This particular land is suit-
able for irrigation and much of it is being
irrigated at this time by pamps with wa-
ter out of the river. This project is one
of nine similar irrigation, reclamation,
and flood control projects. They are
multipurpose projects. I can assure the
gentleman from Iowa there is no power
imrolved in this project.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the
eommittee, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Excrel, has explained quite
thoroughly . the provisions of the bill
whieh is presently before us, S. 180.

There are some amendments the com-
mittee adopted. I think the gentleman
from California brought out the fact that
in the 83d Congress there was some con-
troversy over two or three similar bills.
There was some. controversy over this
particular bill at that time, and there
was some confroversy this year, with
some members of the committee raising
questions about the production of surplus
crops,. and about bringing more land
under production. They are items that
naturally worry people when there are
surpluses on hand.

I call attention to the fact that just
11 years ago we had a committee in this
House investigating shortages of food.
On that committee was one of our former
colleagues, Mr. Pace, of Georgia, the
chairman; the now Senator from New
Mexico, Mr. ANDERSON; Mr. ANDRESEN of
Minnesota; and I am not sure but that
the gentleman sitting in the chair was
a member of that committee. But 8 or
10 Members of this House were investi-
gating shortages of food, of wheat, corn,
chickens, pork, and beef. If you want
some reading that is rather interesting,
get the 4 or 5 reports made by that com-
mittee and just let your mind drift back
10 and 11 years ago, when there was a
shortage of food. I warn you this short-
age could occur again.

The question has been raised here
about what might be raised on that land.
I think the report shows that 36 percent
of the land had been planted to wheat.
That was on the Foss project alone. We
do not irrigate wheat. So we will not
raise wheat, that is then less wheat to
add to the now existing surplus.

You will have more alfalfa grown and
ofher crops that are not in surplus. In-
deed, less than 1 percent of the corn and
wheat is grown on irrigation projects of
the 27 million acres of irrigated land
under Federal control. Less than 1 per-
cent is added to the crops that are pres-
ently in surplus. So I would not worry
too much about what will be produced.

Yes, there was some opposition and
‘some guestions were raised in the 83d
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Congress. I think it was wise to hold
the measure up until we could adopt
some amendments. I believe those
amendments have been adopted in the
bill as it is at the present time.

May I read the amendmenis first and
then ask the subcommiftee chairman,
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. AspI-
N.\LK.] if they were adopted.

The Department of the Interior in
theh- letter of May 25, 1955, which you
wlllﬁnﬂonpagesé.ﬁ,mdeofthere-
port, suggested that ecertain amend-
ments be adopted. On page 6 they
suggest that an amendment be adopted
to section 2 (b) to provide a final date
as of whieh the interest rate on the
municipal water allocation is to be de-
termined, and so forth. Was that
amendment or some form of it adopted?
. Mr. ASPINALL. The amendment was
adopted in the Senate. It will be found
in the present hill that is before the
Commitiee. The amendment was dis-
cussed in the House committee when we
were considering the legislation, and it
is presently in the legislation.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I wanted

fo make it clear that these amendments
were discussed and were adopted.
- The second amendment is to make it
clear that the Janguage of section 2 (e¢)
is not intended to preclude the tempo-
rary furnishing of irrigation waters, un-
der contracts appropriate for that pur-
pose, from Foss and Fort Cobb reser-
voirs with or without the construction
of speeific irrigation works and to permit,
as general reclamation law permits, the
use of a development period for irriga-
tion. As I read the bill, that amend-
ment was also adopted.

Mr. ASPINALL. Yes, that amend-
ment was adopted, and is found at the
end of section 2 (c¢) of the bill now he-
fore this Committee.

Mr. MILEER of Nebraska. The third
amendment was one which, if the Com-
mittee determined to include an au-
thorization for irrigation works, would
permit the adoption of a variable pay-
ment plan for the irrigators and adjust-
ment of the actual period of payment in
accordance with the operation of such a
formula.

Mr. ASPINALL. That amendment
was adopted and is a part of subsection
(c) of section 2 of the bill.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Now I
would like to read in the REecorp, Mr.
Chairman, the last paragraph of a letter
from the Secretary as being a part of

the bill or in substance a part of the

bill. It is in quotations as an amend-
ment:

There is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for construction of the works au-
thorized to be constructed by section I of
this act the sum of $31,750,000 plus such
additional amount, if any, as may be re-
quired by reason of changes in the costs of
construction of the types involved in the
Washita River Basin project as shown by
engineering indexes. There are also author-
ized to be appropriated such sums as may
be required for the operation and mainte-
nance of said works.

I believe the substance of that amend-
ment was adopted.

Mr. ASPINALL. The amendment, as
suggested, sir, does not include addi-
tional works for irrigation allocations.




2448

With the additional sums for irrigation
then the amount is brought up to $40,-
600,000 as specifically set forth in this
bill to conform in actuality to the desires
of the Department.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thank
the gentleman from Colorado. That was
my hext guestion, as to the amount in
the bill—that answers it completely.

The bill is primarily a municipal water-
supply bill and for the control of floods,
I think it is an investment in the re-
sources of the United States. I think
it is well for this Congress from time to
time to take a long view and a broad
view of what is needed. Some day I am
going to make a speech, Mr. Chairman,
of the money we are spending in foreign
lands on irrigation projects. I hold in
my hand a report which I received a
year ago. The report shows that from
April 3, 1948, to June 30, 1954, there were
127 irrigation and power projects scat-
tered all over the world that received
money from good old Uncle Sam. I defy
my colleagues to tell me in what country
some of these projects are located.
When you read the names, they are al-
most unpronounceable. There are 127
projects on this list. I understand since
June 1954, about 30 more projects have
been added. I hope to insert a revised
list in the REcorp before long. We are
spending more money on irrigation and
flood control and power works and ir-
rigation projects all over the world than
we are spending in our own country. I
think it will make interesting reading,
when I insert it in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, this revised new list of projects.

Mr. HALEY. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. I yield.

Mr. HALEY. In view of the state-
ment just made by the distingiushed
gentleman from Nebraska, I hope he
will join with us in trying to cut down
on some of these projects in foreign
countries when the foreign aid bill is
before the House.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I will say
to the gentleman I have never voted
for foreign aid. I think sometimes I
might have been mistaken during the
war days, but I am starting on my 14th
year in the Congress, and I have never
yet voted for foreign aid as such. I did
~ vote for UNRRA and lend-lease when
the war was on because I thought it was
necessary, but the great FOA and the
so-called Marshall plan called for tre-
mendous spending and we get back not
one penny, and frequently not even good
will is returned.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. : I have never voted for a
dime of that foreign giveaway business
either. But I do not know how I can
go along with a bill of this kind. This
ought to be a flood control bill and noth-
ing more or less than a flood control bill,
it seems to me. I would like to ask a
question about the proposed municipal

water supply. What does that go to?

Does that provide for filtering beds and
for municipal water plants? Just what
is the story?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. That is to
supply water for a number of towns along
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the river basin that are short of water.
They hardly have enough water in their
faucets to get a drink, It is for reser-
voirs.
back, with interest. y

Mr. GROSS. I understand, but sup-
pose a new town is established in the
district which I have the honor to repre-
sent in Iowa, is the Federal Government
going out and loan the money to estab-
lish a municipal water plant?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. No. This
is for reservoirs only. The cities do the
rest of it.

Mr. GROSS. Allright. Will the Fed-
eral Government build a reservoir at
Avondale, Iowa, which we will say is a
town just coming into being as an inecor-
porated town?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Nebraska has again
expired.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield my-
self 2'%dditional minutes, Mr. Chairman,

I think if the gentleman will intro-
duce a bill, if he can show any justifica-
tion for it, the committee will give sym-
pathetic consideration to it.

Mr. GROSS. Where else in the coun-
try are we subsidizing municipal water
systems as we are doing in this bill?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. That is
done in several places. A number of our
irrigation projects are also municipal
water supply projects. That is not a
new thing at all. Of course, in these
127 projects scattered all over the world
there are many, many municipal proj-
ects, outright grants and gifts, on which
there is not any return whatever.

‘Mr. GROSS. This provision for flood
control irrigation and municipal water
supply is going to result in the develop-
ment of that particular area, is it not?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. It will de-
velop the resources of this country, and
the community will pay back all of the
money in taxes. Flood-control money
is not returned—money for irrigation is
reimbursable.

Mr. GROSS. We have plenty of
places in the State of Iowa where in-
dustries can be located. The gentleman
from California [Mr. EncLE] mentioned
the industrial development that can take
place as a result of this legislation. We
have plenty of places in Towa where we
have sufficient water supply. free from
annual floods, where industry can be
located. But I am being asked to vote
to provide funds to develop more in-
dustry in Oklahoma.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. It is the
same way with soil conservation in the
gentleman’s State. He does get a
healthy slice out of soil conservation.
I am sure the gentleman is not opposed
to that. This is soil conservation in an-
other manner, It will prevent floods.

Mr. GROSS. BSoil conservation in a
municipal water supply? That is a new
one.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The gen-
tleman has his own views and he is en-
titled to them, of course.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Nebraska has again ex-
pired.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the remainder of my time.

Every penny of it will be paid
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Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
8 minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. ALBERT].

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, this in-
volves a section of Oklahoma which lies
in the western or drought-stricken area
of our State. The projects uhder con-
sideration are in the district represented
by my colleague from Oklahoma, Mr,
WICKERSHAM. :

Personally, I want to take this time to
thank the distinguished chairman of this
committee and the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee and the distin-
guished ranking minority member of the
committee and other members of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs for the manner in which this mat-
ter has been handled.

I think we all agree that problems of
this kind are not partisan problems.
Only a few days ago I recall an instance
when the majority leadership cleared a
bill involving more than a million dol-
lars, by unanimous consent, coming out
of the Committee on Public Works, I
believe, for a district in California, a
bill which, incidentally, carried the name
of a Republican Member. Only 2 days
ago the entire House, almost unanimous-
ly on both sides of the aisle, agreed that
we should heed the pleas of our New Eng-
land colleagues for the protection of
municipalities, industries, and homes in
that great and dynamic section of our
country. I mention these things only
to emphasize that matters of this kind
affecting the development of our coun-
try are nonpartisan in character and are
so considered by the leadership of the
House.

I also want to take this time to pay
tribute to my colleague, the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr, WICKERSHAMI,
whose constituents are direetly con-
cerned over the outcome of this matter.
He has diligently pursued the problem
for years. I wish also to pay tribute to
my colleague the gentleman from Okla=
homa [Mr. EpmonpsoN] who is a mem-
ber of the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. Mr. EpMoNDSoN has re-
turned to his district today on impor=-
tant business. Had he been present he
would have spoken in support of this
bill. He has worked on it in the com-
mittee for many months. He has asked
me to read into the Recorp at this time
a brief statement in support of the bill.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Before
the gentleman does that, Mr. Speaker,
will he yield?

Mr. ALBERT. I shall be pleased to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Can the
gentleman give me any information at
all as to when if ever the committee will
get around to doing something for the
erosion and damage done by the floods
along the western and southwestern side
of Michigan where the highways are
washing into the lake?

Mr. ALBERT. While I cannot speak
for the committee, I will assure the
gentleman that if a measure involving
that matter is reported it will certainly
receive the sympathetic consideration
of the leadership of the House. ;

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I cer-
tainly appreciate that. Let me say to the
gentleman that we have had the sym-




1956

pathy of the Corps of Engineers and of
the committee for something like 3 or
4 years. I was hopeful that we might
get something besides sympathy, even
just the promise of action some time.

Mr. ALBERT. I am sure the gentle=
man’s point is well taken.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do not
get anywhere.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I now
read the statement of my colleague [Mr.
EpMONDSON]:

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE EpMoNDSON

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that any
Member who has seriously considered the
Washita reclamation project, and the very
grave and urgent need for it, can offer valid
" ‘argument against 8. 180, which was intro-
duced by both of Oklahoma’s Senators and
by our colleague, VicTorR WICKERSHAM.

Here is a measure which has the over-
whelming support of the House Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, and the spe-
.cific approval of the President of the United
Btatea ‘as recently as his- 1955 budget mes-

Here is a bill which fully embodies the
partnership principle favored by this admin-
istration, with full provision for reimburse-
ment of Federal investment in urlgation and
water supply.

Here 1s a bill for flood control in a basin
which has suffered the devastation of fioods
at regular intervals since the great flood of
19083—with heavy damage in 10834, 1949, 1951,
and 1954. :

In the 1934 flood, 17 Oklahomans lost their
lives and many more suffered injury or
property  damage. Three more of our citi-
zens lost their lives in the 1951 flood. The
toll in damage to property, roads, bridges,
and utilities has been a terrible one through—
out the years.

. On the other hand, the bill would serve
the double purpose of aiding a region which
has suffered heavily from drought in recent
years, due to absence of any reservoirs for
a water reserve. !

Bome towns in the Washita Basin have
been rationing water for years, and some
have been hauling in water by truck for
years. In the last 20 years, crop production
in the basin has fallen by 80 percent, due
to drought.

No region.in the United States has a more
urgent need for Federal assistance to meet
its flood and water-control problem, and
the committee has found 8. 180 to be a
practical answer to this need.

I urge the bill's approval by the House.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Towa, who is one of the most conscien-
tious and able Members of this House,
has raised a question with respect to the
portion of this particular bill which pro-
vides for municipal water. We have the
situation, I should like to say to the gen-
tleman, where fiood-control reservoirs
have been recommended for many years
in the Washita system at a cost of more
than $20 million. The flood-control
portion of these projects under the modi-
fied program will amount to some $15
million. So the flood-control cost to the
Federal Government has been decreased.
The point is the Federal Government will
get $20 million worth of flood control
for $15 million by adopting this bill.

It would seem to me that in all in=-
stances and on principle whenever a
flood-control project is to be constructed
and other important uses can be made of
the particular reservoir with modifica-
tions, such as providing domestic water
and drinking water for American citi-
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zens in the area, it would certainly be
the part of wisdom to make provision for
a multipurpose project. In this particu-
lar case some 16 municipalities are in-
volved and the problem of obtaining
water for domestic purposes places upon
those communities year after year bur-
dens which they can hardly endure.
Some of these communities have taxed
themselves to the limit trying to obtain
adequate water for their people. They
have done everything within the power
of local municipalities to provide such
water.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? !

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gent.le-
man from California.

Mr. ENGLE. It would be a rather
strange situation to catch that water be-
hind a dam and then to release it and let
it go on downstream while the people are
standing around with their tongues
hanging out for a little water? -

Mr. ALBERT. I think it would be the
part of wisdom to catch this water and
sell it to the municipalities, and at the
same time decrease the contribution
that the Federal Government must make
to provide flood control.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALBERT. I yield fo the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Certainly I would ha.ve
no opposition to a flood-control project,
but this goes far beyond flood control. .

Mr. ALBERT. My point is, if the gen-
tleman will bear with me, I think it
should go beyond the flood-control as-
pects. Does the gentleman think it
would be wise to build a flood-control
project, then dump the water which is so
badly needed by nearby communities
when by catching and holding this water
the Government can sell the water to
these municipalities at a profit?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, but are not these
municipalities capable, after construc-
tion of the reservoirs, of obtaining and
distributing the water? Are they not
capable of running pipes to the reser-
voirs to get the water and handle it
without putting $11 million into the bill
for that purpose?

Mr. ALBERT. Of course, that amount
is not to be used exclusively to finance
the water plants of these municipalities.
I would yield to members of the com-
mittee who are more familiar with the
breakdown to answer that particular
part of the question. I am sure a por-
tion of the $11 million is to finance the
additional water storage.

Mr. GROSS. It has been stated here
this money could be used for filtering
beds and so forth and so on, for plants
for the distribution of water?

Mr. ALBERT. It is necessary to fl-
nance these projects over a period of
time.

Mr. GROSS. Why do not the munici-
palities take care of that expense with-
out putting it in this bill?

Mr. ENGLE. They are going to take
care of it. I tried to explain that earlier.
Whenever you build a single-purpose
flood control dam, you do not have to
build it as big, because you do not have
to hold the water. You catch the wa-
ter, and immediately after the flood it
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is released downstream, so that the flood
control capacity of the reservoir is avail=
able. When you want to save that water
for municipal use and irrigation, you
have to have big enough capacity in the
dam so that you can hold the water and
at the same time have some flood con- -
trol protection left. I gave the illus-
tration of the case on the American
River where we had 350,000 acre-feet.
Once we shoved it up to a million acre-
feet., We still kept flood control. It cost
$300 million, and that was their con-
tribution to enlarge the reservoir. Fur-
ther than that, the farmers came along
and said, “If you do not pay it, we will.”

Mr. ALBERT. In thisdrought-strick-
en area, out of which thousands of peo-
ple migrated in the 1930's to California
and other States, there now live 160,000
Americans who are trying to earn a live-
lihood and keep their communities go=
ing. These communities have strained

. their financial resources to the breaking

point. Many of them have hauled water
in trucks for their homes and domestic
use for miles. They have done this sum-
mer after summer, and I know the gen-
tleman is going to go along with us in
our effort here to provide a partial solu-
tion to their problems.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-

.man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman

from Utah [Mr. DAWSON].

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield? .

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. I yield to the

., gentleman from Kansas.
Mr. REES of Kansas. There has been S

so much discussion about the cost of
municipal water supply. The question

is this: There is an item of $15 million .

included in this bill under the heading of
municipal water supply. Is it the in-
tent and purpose of this legislation that
the municipalities: benefiting from this
water will pay back to the Government,
that is reimburse the Government $15
million or whatever the amount may be?

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. I will say to
the gentleman that the municipalities
will pay back every penny that is ad-

. vanced for municipal water with interest.

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman .

: from Iowa has asked some very perti-
nent questions, and they should be an-

swered, particularly on this matter of
flood control. Now, there is a question
as to whether or not this project should
have come under the flood-control pro-
vision rather than to be considered by
the Interior Committee as a reclamation
project. But, I must say to the gentle-
man that under the terms of this bill
the Federal Government is getting a
greater return for the money it advances
for constructing this project than it
would if it went under the flood-control
provision. As the gentleman well knows,
flood-control money is not reimbursable
except in certain instances where there
are municipal benefits. But, this com-
mittee has given very careful and long
consideration to the provisions of this
bill, and as the gentleman from Okla-
homa has explained, it is going to re=-
turn to the PFederal Government more
money than they would get if we just
went ahead on a piecemeal flood-control
basis and then let the water go to waste.
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Mr. Chairman, I think it is about
time that we realized that the time is fast
approaching in this country where we
are going to have to pay more attention
to the resources of the couniry, par-
ticularly water. Of course, in the past
vear we have had it brought forcefully
to our attention in the East as a result
of the great and serious floods. Iam one
of those who believes in flood-control
expenditures. In my State we only have
12 inches of rainfall a year. This ques-
tion of water is a matter of life and death
with us, and if we do not conserve each
drop of water that is available to us,
we are lost. That is the reason we are
fighting so hard to preserve our water
rights and develop our projects. Some
may say that the municipalities should
go ahead and do this themselves. This
is one of those projects where the Gov-
ernment must step in, where you have a
combination of flood control and also
municipal uses of water, and it is one of
those projects where we do need Gov-
ernment help.

I trust that you will give this very
careful consideration, and at least give
us a break with some of these foreign
countries where you have been spending
money for flood-conirol projects and
dams which never return a single penny
to this couniry; yet here we have a case
where the money is going to be repaid,
that which is spent for municipal pur-
poses, and I think we should at least
give those folks in that drought-stricken
area a break.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Bow]l.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, while dis-
cussing this proposed new project in
Oklahoma, I think it appropriate to di-
gress a moment to mention an accom-
plished flood control, watershed protec-
tion, and reforestation project in my
own State of Ohio which is, I think, the
outstanding example of a conservation
plr;;ject in the United States or anywhere
else.

I refer, of course, to the Muskingum
Watershed Conservancy District, of
which Louis Bromfield once said:

“The Muskingum Conservancy District is
probably the greatest example up to now in
all civillzation of man's understanding of

how to develop his natural environment to
his greatest good.

The district had its beginnings in
tragedy. The terrible floods of 1913

caused people to consider the need for a

new kind of governmental operation to
deal with the devastation that periodi-
~cally swept through the countryside of
Ohio. This immediate result was the
passage in 1914, in the Ohio General As-
sembly, of the Conservancy Act, per-
mitting the establishment of a public
corporation operating over an entire
watershed. The first such distriet, still
operating successfully, was the Miami
district. Its experience was a tremen-
dous value when the much larger Mus-

. kingum district was organized in 1933.

» -The Muskingum Conservancy Distriet
was formally organized on June 3, 1933,
but even before this, district supporters
had been meeting with the officials of
the Federal Emergency Administration
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of Public Works. - Since there was no
Federal flood-control policy at this time,
only this agency could make Federal
funds available to the district. All ex-
penses before June 3, 1933, including
engineering surveys, were paid by con-
tributions from local people, with the
exception of a $10,000 grant from the
State of Ohio. Onece organized, the dis-
trict made a small levy against the coun-
ties it operated in to meet immediate
expenses. This was later repaid.

The original Public Works grant of
$22,590,000 for the Muskingum project
was made on the basis of estimated na-
tional benefit which would result from
its construction, chiefly flood protection
in the Ohio River drainage area outside
the Muskingum region, and unemploy-
ment relief. Later changes of Federal
policy allowed increased payments. Ap-
proximate total Federal contribution to
the construction program is £42 million.

The State of Ohio estimated that it
would cost more than $6 million to re-
place bridges and highway structures if
there were to be another 1913 flood in
the Muskingum country. In recognition
of the benefits to the State as a whole,
the legislature authorized confributions
of that amount.

The district itself issued nearly $4 mil-
lion worth of bonds against its appraised
flood-protection benefits. These bene-
fits were estimated to be $12 million on
25,000 pieces of property. A 50 percent
benefit assessment was made against
these parcels; however, up to 1955, only
1 of the 58 semiannual benefit assess-
ment collections had been made. The
waiving of collections has been made
possible by a broadened Federal flood-
control policy adopted after the district
construction was completed. Under iis
provisions, the War Department was
authorized to take over existing flood-
control works, and pay for the assets
thus aequired. All such payments are
used to retire the district’s bonded in-
debtedness.

Last fall the district and the Corps of
Engineers entered into an agreement
that will complete the reimbursement of
the amounts owed to the district by the
Federal Government. The sum involved
is $525,000. Inasmuch as the under-
standing was entered into on the basis
that payment would be made July 1 this
year, I trust that provision for this
amount will be included in the civil
functions appropriation bill.

The Muskingum Conservancy District
has been in existence for a generation
now. Itis fair to ask what it has accom-
plished for the people who brought it into
being, and for the people of the State and
Nation, who also have a stake in it. A
box-score summary might read like this:

First. Damaging floods in the Musk-
ingum country have been greatly re-
duced; the Army engineers estimate
benefits to date in the Muskingum and
Ohio River drainage at more than $38

million—nearly the cost of the entire

project—and they increase every year,

Second. Streamflow below the reser-
voirs has been maintained and tends to
neutralize drought effects. This, cou-
pled with flood control, has great!y en-
couraged new industry.

"water conservation or recrcation.
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Third. New building encouraged by the
district lakes has substantially mcrea.sed
tax duplicates.

Fourth. More than 2,500,000 persons a
year visit the lakes for recreational pur-
poses. Recreation benefits have been es-
timated at more than $1 million a year by
the National Park Service.

Fifth. Better land use and reforesta-
tion have been encouraged throughout
the district area.

Sixth. The district has operated with-
out tax revenue since 1939 and pays taxes
on the land it owns. Payments to 1954
total $400,000.

I call your attention particularly to the
last point. This project is now self-sus-
taining. Not only does it operate with-
out revenue from taxation, it actually
pays taxes on every acre of land that it
owns. Few other public projects, if any,
can make that statement.

I would like to offer a brief description
of the project, which I feel certain will be
of interest to everyone who has a con-
servation problem. For most visitors,
the story of the Muskingum Conservancy
District can be summed up in the 10
lakes. They are the physical evidence
of what has been done, the tangible re-
minder of the vast change that has been
made,

The fact that the lakes exist at all goes

.back to a basic, far-reaching decision

made by the people of the watershed.
That was the decision to adopt what is
known as headwater flood control, an
idea new and somewhat suspect a gen-

-eration ago.

Early studies centered around 1 or 2
large dams built well down the main stem
of the Muskingum. If was soon evident,
‘however, that land values here would be
so high, and resulting dislocations so
great, that this would not be economic.
Further study showed that if a number
of dams were built upon the headwater
streams, the lower cost of land would
offset the cost of more construction. At
the same time these many small dams
would protect farms, villages, and fowns
that would be unprotected under the old
plan. A dam protects only what is below
it. The farther upstream you can rea-
sonably build it, the more it will protect.

With these things in mind, the people
of the Muskingum and the Corps of Engi-
neers planned a series of headwater
dams, to be built in sites of limited com-
mercial or agricultural value. Once the

~decision to build a number of dams was

made, it became clear that, on 20 of

“them, the expenditure of very little extra

money would raise the dam high enough
so that it could impound a permanent
pool and still provide all the storage
necessary for flood control. These
permanent pools became the Muskingum
Lakes, the site of a major recreational
development

All told, the reservoirs have a capacity
of 1,539,200 acre-feet, of which 1,327,800
acre-feet are reserved for flood control
and the remaining 211,400 acre-feet for
In-
dividual lakes range in size from 3,550
acres—Seneca—to ~ 420 acres—Beach
City. At the time of construection, the

‘district lakes increased Ohio’s inland

lake area by approximately 50 péreent.
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If you build a reservoir for any reason
whatsoever, you must immediately make
plans to protect it. Floodwaters coming
down from an unprotected .watershed
carry enormous quantities of silt.  This
will settle out behind a dam and reduce
the effective storage capacity of the res-
ervoir. 'There is only one way to check
the ever-present threat: you must keep
the soil on the hills.

With this in mind, the district acquired
a margin of land around its lakes. Land
suitable for conventional agriculture was
kept in farm crops; -and-conservation
farming methods were instituted at once,
with the help of the Soil Conservatlon
Service.

From 40 to 60 percent of the land in
many counties in the Muskingum
country should never be used for ordi-
‘nary farming. The slope is too steep,
the soil ‘too thin. Trees are the crop
choice on these hills. - They save soil,
reduce runoff—and provide a good finan-
cial return.

The district now controls 18,000 acres
of timberland—both old woodlots which
are being restored and fresh plantings.
Including 1955, the district has planted
approximately 5,000 acres; plans now
anticipate an ultimate planting rate of
1,000 acres a year. Good forestry prac-
tice also calls for regular harvesting.
- The district cuts 800,000 board-feet of
its: own timber yearly, most .of ‘which is
+ sawed in its own mill.

The district’s' forestry program has
been developed and administered by
technicians provided by the Soil Con-
servation Service. The Ohio division of
forestry and the United States Forest
Service have cooperated in this program.

District planting is done by a unique
tree planter, developed by the district
with the help of the Soil Conservation
Service, Ohio State University, and a
manufacturer of tree planting equip-
ment. The machine can plant as many
as 1,000 trees an hour—about 2 acres—
following a contour furrow across hills so
steep nothing else but a crawler tractor
can cling to them. In contrast, an aver-
age man working by hand will plant 60
trees an hour.

While protection of reservoirs was the
immediate and compelling reason for a
district land conservation program,
there have also been important second-
ary results. - The 'district is a testing
ground—a large laboratory—for the peo-
ple who created it. Its farmlands and
woodlots are small holdings scatfered
over the Muskingum country, not
grouped in one place, Therefore, the
methods and techniques which prove to
be economical in its operations can also
be used economically by other landhold-
ers who face similar problems through=-
out the watershed.

One of the enduring results of the for-
mation of the Muskingum Conservancy
District seems certain to be the wide-
spread demonstration of the economic
soundness of good conservation practices.

Necessarily, I have not touched upon
the new industry, increased property
values, and new jobs that have come into
the area as a result of this project. Nor
have I mentioned the increase in wild-
life and the fine fishing now available.
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These values will continue to increase.
There is now proposed the assignment of
a United States Forest Service expert for
a study of the economic possibilities of
new timber developments in the central
States. With the Federal Government
furnishing the expert and the district
furnishing office space and equipment,
another cooperative project promises to
be of great value to all of the many areas
where similar problems in forest eco-
nomies require solution.

This is one of the items suggest.ed in
t.he new ‘budget for the Forest Service,
which I hope the Congress will approve.

In closing, I want to say a word about
Bryce C. Browning, secretary-treasurer
of the district, who has earned a nation-
wide reputation as the man who guided
the Muskingum project through the
years of its growth to the present. I am
proud to number him as a member of my
constituency.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. WICKERSHAMI].

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I think the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Gross] has been the watchdog of this
House since the retirement of our col-
league, Bob Rich, of Pennsylvania. I de-
sire to compliment him for being so care=-
ful in the expenditure of the taxpayers’
money. I think the gentleman is wise
in going into many features of this proj-
ect. He is. . a goed friend of mine. I
know that he wants the facts and the
facts are these:

If the Committee on-Puinc Works had
considered and favorably reported on the
Kerr-Monroney-Wickersham bill, then
ultimately the flood-control features
alone would have cost his taxpayers and
my taxpayers $20 million. As it is the
cost item for the flood-control feature
will be $15 million plus. Cost factors
adopted by the committee were based on
the old formula.

Another question that the gentleman
brought up was whether this will result
in a lot of raw land or reclaimed land
being brought into production. This
will not bring in any additional acreage
into cultivation, or any under irrigation
that previously was not under cultiva-
tion. The gentleman comes from the
State of Iowa where they grow a lot of
corn. Very little corn is grown on this
land now, and there will probably not
be any corn grown there in the future;

Gentlemen such as the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN]
and others from the Northwest; the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. Rees], and
others, are naturally concerned with the
overproduction of wheat. I bhelieve I
could safely say that the one-third of
this land now in wheat will probably be
taken out of wheat, because it is not
economical to produce wheat under irri-
gation,

With reference to another question
which the gentleman raised, and which
I think is proper, I should like to state
that there are 10 other projects similar
to this multiple-purpose project. In
fact, the Altus project has proven to be
one of the most successful. That is less
than 100 miles away from the Ross and
Cobb Creek projects proposed under the
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EKerr-Monroney and Wickersham bills.
It has proven one of the finest projects
for that area because of the fact that
about 34,000 acres of land were planted
under other crops and very little wheat
is being grown where a large acreage
was previously grown. Many farmers
are growing okra, asparagus, spinach,
and some other vegetables, including
onions and potatoes, as well as alfalfa,
and so forth;

I should like to pay particular tribute |
to the President of the United States who
was. for this project 2 years age and. 1
yYear ago.
cluded it in his budget message by name. .
I am confident that he will budget the:
item and request a supplemental appro-~
priation as soon as we pass this measure.

- I should like to give thanks to. the
Speaker of the House, Mr. RAYBURN, and
to the minority leader, Mr. MArTIN, for
the valuable assistance that-they have
given; also to the majority leader, Mr.
McCorMmack, the assistant  minority
leader, Mr. HALLECK, and to the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. ARENDs], for the
cooperation they have given the entire
Oklahoma delegation on this important
measure.

I should like to pay particular credit
to Senator KEerr, former Governor of
Oklahoma, who foresaw the great pos-
sibilities and needs of this project many
years ago and to Senator MoNRONEY Who
likewise assisted in guiding the measure
through the Senate without an opposing
vote. By all means, I should like to give
credit to Don McBride who hails from
Anadarko, who was in charge of the
planning and  resources program in
Oklahoma prior to the time he came here
to work for Senator KErr as a legislative
assistant.

Also I desire to pay special tribute to
the former chairman of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER], and
the present chairman, the gentleman
from California [Mr. EncLE]; also to the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. ASPINALL],
the chairman of the subcommittee, for
their untiring efforts on behalf of this bill
and the manner in which they pursued
every phase of this bill over a period of
weeks. Also I should like to give credit
to other Members of the House Interior

.and Insular Affairs Committee, including

the gentleman from Texas [Mr, RoG-
ERs]l, in whose district this project starts.

I want to say that this is a non-
partisan matter. The gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. BeLcHER], one of the
ablest Republican Members of the House,
has assisted in this program from the
beginning. The Republican national
committeewoman, Mrs. Pearl Sayre, lent
her efforts, too, It is a good program,
The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
EpmonpsoN] has been most diligent
from beginning to end. Our chairman,
Mr. Steep and our whip, Mr. ALBERT,
as well as Mr. JarMAN and other mem-
bers of the Oklahoma delegation, have
put their shoulders to the wheel to assure
consideration and passage of this impor=
tant irrigation, reclamation, flood con=-
trol, and city water supply project.

I wish to pay special tribute to the
farmers in this western Oklahoma area,

He endorsed same; and in- - -
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Now, to answer the final question raised
by the gentleman from Towa [Mr.
Grossl. I have a letter here from Mr.
Parker Woodall, of Verden, Okla., in be-
half of the farmers. I was there last
week and the farmers have indicated
over a 90-percent signup on the irriga-
tion features of this project. As a mat-
ter of fact, indications were that there
were as many acres to be signed up for
as there would be acres available.

I should like to pay tribute to Mr.
Mark Barkley, director of the Bureau of
Reclamation of Oklahoma, and Mr. Ira
Huskey, a representative of Hon. Ray-
mond Gary, the Governor of Oklahoma,
as well as the previous Governor, Hon.
Johnston Murray, for their untiring ef-
forts in behalf of this project.

Also Hon. Fred Aandahl, Wilbur A.
Dexheimer, and Goodrich Lineweaver,
of the Bureau of Reclamation; and
George W. Abbott and Sidney L. McFar-
_ land, staff members of the House In-

terior and Insular Affairs Committee, all
of whom have so ably assisted in secur-
ing the facts upon which to present this
Kerr-Monroney-Wickersham project.

_Senator MinrLikiN, who at this time is
ill, was most helpful in the past in as-
Senators Kerr and MONRONEY in
securing favorable consideration of this
measure in the Senate, -

These 11 towns will benefit by this,
to wit, corn: Elk City, Clinton, Cordell,
Bessie, Rocky, Sentinel, Canute, Hobart,
Anadarko, Verden, and Chickasha.
Some other cities, including Lawton,
have manifested an interest; also the
adjacent military establishments.

Twenty-six thousand acres of fertile
soil will benefit from the irrigation
feature. This, known as the Kerr-Mon-
roney-Wickersham project, really should
be dedicated to the families who lost
their lives in the serious floods of the
past in this particular area.

There is a provision in this for fish
and wildlife and recreation, but it is
rather small, The real value will actually
be many times the estimated value.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yvield, he is saying this is not going to
increase corn and small-grain produc-
tion?

Mr. WICKERSHAM. This will not in-
crease corn production at all. It will
decrease corn production some. It will
decrease wheat production considerably.

Both the Senators and I feel that with
the passage of this measure that it will
loosen the log jam and speed the consid-
eration, interest, and passage of a dozen
other worthwhile irrigation, reclama-
tion and city water-supply projects in
western Oklahoma, thereby greatly in-
creasing the economic value of the west-
ern third of our great State.

Mr. Chairman, I trust that the House
of Representatives will pass this measure
without a dissenting vote and without a
rolleall.

I have requested the White House, the
Bureau of Reclamation, and the Bureau
of the Budget to expedite a budget esti-
mate and to include a request for a sup-
plemental appropriation for this project
as soon as the President signs the act.

I have also urged my colleagues on the
Appropriations Committee, Hon. Crar-
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ENCcE Cawwnon, Hon. Lovis Rasavur, Hon.
Joun RiLEY, Hon. JoE Evins, and others
who handle such matters to give prompt
and favorable consideration to the ap-
propriation of sufficient funds to carry
out this authorization which we are
making today.

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of Senators
Kerr and Mowroney, members of the
Oklahoma delegation, and myself, I wish
to pay special tribute to the untiring ef-
forts of all the board of directors both
past and present, including Albert Con-
nel, chairman; Frank Raab, Charles En-
gleman, Fred Brawner, Harry Hilton,
J. R. Symcox, Frank Smith, H. J. Statler,
G. D. Adams, George Thiessen, J. E.
Heinrichs, Percy Hughes, Herb Reimer,
B. E. Crane, August Reuber, Kenneth
Sprowls, Colonel Sparkman, Eugene
Mann, LeRoy Bunch, Roy Nichols, W. A.
Cowans, George Wingo, Elbert E. Karns,
Oris Barney, Wallace Kidd, Parker
Woodall, Percy Hutson, Houston Hulin,
Vic Hewlitt, Harry Pitzer, R.- K. Lane,
Ted Savage, L. G. Cary, Odie Ditmore,
Newt Spradlin, Frazier O'Rear, Esmond
Weber, Dr. McLain Rogers, Ralph Duroy,
Wade O’Neal, Shelby Wheeler, Frank
Kliewer, Marlow Preston, Lou Preston,
and Lonnie Preston, as well as many
other individuals and many farm lead-
ers, civic organizations, chambers of
commerce, city officials who have mani-
fested such a great interest in this im-
portant measure.

The Director of the Soil Conservation
Service has informed me that this pro-
gram will not interfere with the up-
stream Soil Conservation Service pro-
gram. I have always supported and will
continue to support the upstream soil-
conservation program.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr., Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [(Mr. Sisx}l.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I want to
join my colleagues of the great State of
Oklahoma in the support of this bill.
I certainly hope this measure has the
unanimous approval of the Members of
this body.

The subcommittee under the able
chairmanship of our colleague the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. ASPINALLI
went very. thoroughly into the conditions
that exist and gave very serious study
to the need for this particular bill and
the conditions under which the people
in this area have been living.

The people I represent in my area of
California are vitally concerned with
flood control and reclamation, and are
ready and willing to support good meas-
ures of this kind at all times for areas
that are in need of it, which this area
certainly is.

I particularly commend my colleague
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
EpmonpsoN] on the very excellent work
he did on this particular project, be-
cause he very zealously worked at all
times in an effort to bring about this
particular project and to show the need
for it.

It is my hope that this bill will pass
unanimously today.

The CHATRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will read
the bill for amendment.

February 9

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That the Secretary of
the Interior is authorized to construct, op-
erate, and maintain the Washita River Basin
reclamation project, Okiahoma, in accord-
ance with the Federal reclamation laws (act
of June 17, 1902, and acts amendatory thereof
or supplementary thereto), except so far as
those laws are Inconsistent with this act,
for the principal purposes of storing, regu-
lating, and furnishing water for municipal,
domestic, and industrial use, and for the
irrigation of approximately 26,000 acres of
land and of controlling floods and, as ineci-
dents to the foregoing for the additional
purposes of regulating the flow of the
Washita River, providing for the preserva-
tlon and propagation of fish and wildlife,
and of enhancing recreational opportunities.
The Washita project shall consist of the fol-
lowing principal works: A reservoir at or
near the Foss site on the main stem of the
Washita River; a reservoir at or near the
Fort Cobb site on Pond (Cobb) Creek; and
canals, pipelines, and other conduits for fur-
nishing water for municipal, domestic, and
industrial use, and for irrigation.

Sec. 2. In constructing, operating, and
maintaining the Washita project, the Sec-
retary shall allocate proper costs thereof in
accordance with the methods used In deter-
mining the allocations made on pages 68,
69, and 70 of House Document 219, 83d Con-
gress, but with appropriate adjustments for
changes in actual cost of construction, under
the following conditions:

(a) Allocations to flood control, recreation,
and the preservation and propagation of fish
and wildlife shall be nonreturnable.

(b) Allocations to municipal water supply,
including domestic, manufacturing, and in-
dustrial wuses, shall be repayable through
contracts with municipal corporations, or
other organizations as defined by section 2,
Reclamation Project Act of 1839 (53 Stat.
1187). Such contracts shall be precedent to
the commencement of construction of any
project unit affecting the individual mu-
nicipalities, and shall provide for repayment
of construction costs allocated to municipal
water supply in not to exceed 50 years from
the dates water is first delivered for that
purpose, and payments of said construction
costs shall include interest on unamortized
balances of that allocation at a rate equal to
the average rate (which rate shall be cer-
tified by the SBecretary of the Treasury) paid
by the United States on its marketable long-
term loans outstanding on the date of this
act: Provided, That such contracts shall pro-
vide that annual municipal repayments shall
continue at the same rates until the costs of
Foss and Fort Cobb Reservoirs allocated to
frrigation are fully repaid: Provided jurther,
That if irrigation works are constructed, as
herelnafter provided, sald annual repayment
rates shall continue so long as the costs of
irrigation works are unpaid.

(c) The authorization for construction of
the irrigation works, exclusive of Foss and
Fort Cobb Reservoirs, shall be limited, as to
each reservoir, to a period of 10 years from
the commencement of the dellvery of mu-
nicipal water from the reservoir on which
the irrigation unit is dependent. Any con-
tract entered into under section 9, subsection
(d) of the Reclamatfion Project Act of 1939,
for payment of those portions of the costs of
constructing operating and maintaining the
Washita project which are properly allocable
to irrigation and which are assigned to be
paild by the contracting organization shall
provide for the repayment of the portion of
the construction cost of the project assigned
to any contract unit or, if the contract unit
be divided into two or more blocks, to any
such block over a period of not more than
55 years, exclusive of any permissible de-
velopment period, or as necar thereto as is
consistent with the adoption and operation




1956

of a variable payment fornmula which, being
based on full repayment within the period
stated under average conditions, permits
variance in the annual payments
in the light of economic factors pertinent to
the ability of the organisation to pay: Pro-
wided, That nothing in this section is in-
tended to preclude the temporary furnishing
of irrigation water under econtracts appro-
priate for that purpose from Foss and Fort
Cobb Reservoirs with er without the eon-
struction of speeific irrigation works.

Smc. 8. Construction of the Washita project
herein authorized may be undertaken in
such units or stages as In the opinion of the
Becretary best serves the project reguire-
ments and the relative needs for water of the
several prospective users. Repayment eon-
tracts negotiated in connectiom with each
unit or stage of construction shall be subject
to the terms and conditions of sectiom 2 of
$his act.

Buc. 4, The Secretary may, upom conclu-
sion of a sultable agreement with any quali-
fied ageney of the State of Oklahoma or a
political subdivision thereof for assumption
of the administration, operation, and maln-
tenance thereof at the earliest practicable
date, construct or permit the eonstruction
of public park and reereational facilities on
lands owned by the United States adjacent
to. the reservoirs of the Washita project,
when such use is determined by the Secre-
tary not to be contrary to the public interest,
all under such rules and regulations as the
Secretary may prescribe. No recreational
wuse of any area to which this section applies
shall be permitted whieh is inconsistent
with the laws of the State of Oklahoma for
the protection of fish and game. The costs
of constructing, operating, and malntaining
the faecilitles authorized by this section shall
not be charged to or become & part of the
costs of the Washita River Basin project.

Sec. 5. Expenditures for Foss and Fort
Cobb Reservoirs may be made without regard
to the soll survey and land-classification re-
quirements of the Interior Department Ap-
propﬂatlon Act, 1954 (43 U. 8. C. 390a).

6. There 1s hereby authorized to be
appropriated for eonstruction of the works
authorized to be constructed by section 1 of
this act the sum of $40,600,000 plas sueh ad-
ditional amount, if any, as may be required
by reason of ehanges in the eosts of con-
struction of the types involved in the
Washita River Basin project as shown by
engineering indexes. There are also author-
ized to be appropriated such sums as may
be required for the operation and mainte-
nance of sald works.

Mr. ENGLE (interrupting the reading
of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be eonsidered
as read and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The CHATRMAN. If there are no
amendments, under the rule, the Com-
mittee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. ABErRNETHY, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (8. 180) to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to eonstruct, operate,
and maintain the Washita River Basin
reclamation project, Oklahoma, pursuant
to House Resolution 363, he reported the
bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER. TUnder the rule, the
previous question is ordered,
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The question is on the third reading
of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, and was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is om
the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that Members may
have 5§ legislative days to extend their
remarks on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

THE STATE'S RIGHT OF INTER-
POSITION

Mr. FLYNT. Mr.Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, on yester-
day, February 8, 1856, the House of Rep-
resentatives of the General Assembly of
the State of Georgia adopted by a vote
of 179 to 1 a very strong resolution of
interposition in whieh without reserva-
tion that body reaffirmed its faith, and
the faith of the people of Georgia, in our
American institutions, in the Constitu-
tion of the United States of America, and
in constitutional government.

On Monday of this week the Governor
of Georgia, Hon. Marvin Griffin, deliv-
ered a speech to the general assembly
and he urged the adoption of such a reso-
lution, in a scholarly and masterful ad-
dress in which he appealed to the voice
of reason. This is a strong resolution
and while there may be some who agree
and some who disagree, it removes any
doubt which others may have had about
the position of the State of Georgia. It
stated in ne uncertain terms that we do
and we shall ever eternally obey the
Constitution and laws of the United
States of America as they are written,
but that we shall not obey illegal deei-
sions of men when they overturn, flout,
and defy the law.

Mr. Speaker, as a part of my remarks
I inelude this resolution adopted by the
House of Representatives of the State
of Georgia, and also the address of Gov.
Marvin Griffin before a joint session of
the General Assembly of Georgia, as
follows:

REsSOLUTION To DECLARE THE SUPREME CouUrr
DEecisioNs oF May 17, 1954, axo Ma¥x 31, 1955,
IN THE SCHOOL SEGREGATION CASES, AND ALL
SmaLar DECISIONS, BY THE SUPREME COURT
NuLL, VoIp, AND oF No EFFecT; To DECLARE
THAT A CONTEST OF Powrrs HAs ARISEN
BETWEEN THE STATE OF GEORGIA AND THE
SuprEME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES, ToO
InvoEE THE DOCTRINE OF INTERPOSITION;
AND FOR OTHER PURFOSES
Be it resolved by the house of representa-

tives (the senate concurring), That the Gen-

eral Assembly of Georgia doth hereby un-
equivocally express a firm and determined
resolution to maintain and defend the Con=-
stitution of the Unilted States, and the Con-
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stitution of this State against every attempt,
whether foreign or domestic, to undermine
and destroy the fundamental prineiples, em-
bodied in our basic law, by which the liberty
of the people and the sovereignty of the
Btates, in their proper spheres, have been
long and assured;

That the General Assembly of Georgia doth
explicitly and preemptorily declare that it
views the powers of the Federal Government
as resulting solely from the ecompact, to
which the States are parties, as limited by
the plain sense and intentlon of the instru-
ment ereating that compact;

That the General Assembly of Georgia as-
serts that the powers of the Federal Govern-
ment are valid only to the extent that these
poweérs have been enumerated in the eom-
pact to which the various States assented
originally and te which the States have as-
gented in subsequent amendments validly
adopted and ratified;

That the very nature of this basic eom-
pact, apparent upon its face, is that the rati-
fying Btates, parties thereto, have agreed
voluntarily to surrender cerfain of their
sovereign rights, but only certain of these
sovereign rights, to a Federal Government
thus constituted; and that all powers not
delegated to the United States by the Con-
stitution, nor prohibited by it to the States,
have been reserved to the States reapect&vely,
or to the people;

That the State of Georgla has at no time
surrendered to the general government its
rights to maintain racially separate public
schools and other public facilities;

That the State of Georgia, in ratifying the
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution,

‘did not agree, nor did the other States rati-

fylng the 14th amendment agree, that the
power to operate racially separate public
schools and other facllities was to be pro-
hibited to them thereby;

And as evidence of sueh understanding,
the General Assembly of Georgia notes that
the very Congress that submitted the 14th
amendment for ratification established sep-

arate schools in the District of Columbia and

that in more than one instance the same
Btate legislatures that ratified the 14th

amendment also provided for systems of

raclally separate public schools;

That the General Assembly of Georgia de-
nies that the Supreme Court of the United
States had the right which it asserted in the
school cases declded by it on May 17, 1954, to
enlarge the language and meaning of the

compact by the States in an effort to with-

draw from the States powers reserved to them
and as datly exercised by them for almosi a
century;

That a question of contested power has
arisen; the Supreme Court of thie United
States asserts, for its part, that the States
did in faet prohibit unto themselves the
power to maintain racially separate public
institutions and the State of Georgla, for its

' part, asserts that it and its sister States have

never surrendered such right:

That this assertion upon the part of the
Supreme Court of the United States, accom-
panied by threats of coercion and compul-
slon against the sovereign States of this
Union, constitutes a deliberate, palpable, and
dangerous attempt by the Court to prohibit
to the States certain rights and powers never
surrendered by them;

That the General Assembly of Georgia
asserts that whenever the General Govern-
ment attempts to engage in the deliberate,
palpable and dangerous exercise of powers
not granted to it, the States who are parties
to the compact have the right, and are in
duty bound, to Interpose for arresting the
progress of the evil, and for malntalning,
within their respective limits, the author-
ities, rights, and liberties appertaining to
them;

‘That failure on the part of this State thus
to assert its clear rights would be construed
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as acquiesence In the surrender thereof; and
that such submissive acquiesence to the
seizure of one right would in the end lead
to the surrender of all rights, and inevitably
to the consolidation of the States into one
sovereignty, contrary to the sacred compact
by which this Union of States was created;

That the question of contested power
asserted in this resolution is not within the
province of the Court to determine because
the Court itself seeks to usurp the powers
which have been reserved to the States, and,
therefore, under these circumstances, the
judgment of all of the parties to the com-
pact must be sought to resolve the question.
The Supreme Court is not a party to the
compact, but a creature of the compact and
the question of contested power should not
be settled by the creature seeking to usurp
‘the power, but by the parties to the compact
who are the people of the respective States
in whom ultimate sovereignty finally reposes;

That the legislation making provision for
grants for the benefit of children of school
age for educational purposes, as authorized
by the amendment ratified by the people at
the general election held in November 1954,
whereby section 13 was added to article VIIL
of the Georgia constitution, will enable the
people themselves to provide an educational
establishment serviceable and satisfactory
and in keeping with the social structure of
the State, if the doctrine of saild school cases
of May 17, 1854, is eventually by naked
force alone thrust upon this State;

That the doectrine of sald decisions should
not be forced upon the people of this State,
and the public schools terminated thereby,
for the Court was without jurisdiction,
power, or authority to entertain said school
cases, or to announce the doctrine therein
asserted by it;

That the Court was without jurisdiction
of said cases because (1) the jurisdiction of
the Court granted by the Constitution is
limited to judicial cases in law and equity,
and sald cases were not of a judicial nature
and character, nor did they involve contro-
versies in law or equity, but, on the con-
trary, the great subjects of the controversy
are of a legisjative character, and not a judi-
clal character, and are determinable only by
the people themselves speaking through their
legislative bodies; (2) the essential nature
and effect of the proceedings relating exclu-
eively to public schools operated by and
under the authority of States, and pursuant
to State laws and regulations, sald cases
were suits against the States, and the Su-
preme Court was without power or author-
ity to try said cases, brought by individuals
egainst States, because the Constitution for-
bids the Court to entertain suits by Indi-
viduals against a State unless the State has
consented to be sued;

That if sald Court had had jurisdiction
.and authority to try and determine said cases,
it was powerless to interfere with the op-
eration of the public schools of States, be-
cause the Constitution of the United States
does not confer upon the General Govern-
ment any power or authority over such
schools or over the subject of education,
jurisdiction over these matters being reserved
to the States, nor did the States by the 14th
amendment authorize any interference on
the part of the judicial department or any
other department of the Federal Government
with the operation by the States of such
public schools as they might in their dis-
cretion see fit to establish and operate;

That by said cases the Court announces
its power to adjudge State laws unconsti-
tutional upon the basis of the Court’s opin-
don of such laws as tested by rules of the
inexact and speculative theories of psycho-
Jogical knowledge, which power and author-
ity is beyond the jurisdiction of said Court;

That if the Court s permitted to exercise
the power to judge the nature and effect of
& law by supposed principles of psychologi-
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cal theory, and to hold the statute or con-
stitution of a State unconstitutional because
of the opinions of the judges as to its suit-
ability, the States will have been destroyed,
and the indestructible Union of indestruc-
tible States established by the Constitution
of the United States will have ceased to exist,
and in its stead the Court will have created,
without jurisdiction or authority from the
people, one central government of total
power;

That implementing its decision of May 17,
1954, said Court on May 31, 1955, upon fur-
ther consideration of sald cases, said: “All
provisions of Federal, State, or local law * * *
must yield” to sald declsion of May 17, 1954;
sald Court thereby presuming arrogantly to
give orders to the State of Georgla;

That it is clear that said Court has delib-
erately resolved to disobey the Constitution
of the United States, and to flout and defy
the supreme law of the land;

That the State of Georgia has the right to
operate and maintain a public school sys-
tem utilizing such educational methods
therein as in her judgment are conducive
to the welfare of those to be educated and
the people of the State generally, this being
a governmental responsibility which the
State has assumed lawfully, and her rights
in this respect have not in any wise been
delegated to the Central Government, but,
on the contrary, she and the other States
have reserved such matters to themselves by
the terms of the 10th amendment. Being
possessed of this lawful right, the State of
Georgla 1s possessed of power to repel every
unlawful interference therewith;

That the duty and responsibility of pro-
tecting life, property and the priceless pos-
sesslons of freedom rests upon the govern-
ment of Georgia as to all those within her
territorial limits. The State alone has this
responsibility. Laboring under this high ob-
ligation she 1s possessed of the means to
effectuate it. It is the duty of the State in
flagrant cases such as this to interpose its
powers between its people and the efforts of
sald Court to assert an unlawful dominlon
over them: Therefore, be it further

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring) —

First. That said decisions and orders of
the Supreme Court of the United States re-
lating to separation of the races in the pub-
le institutions of a State as announced and
promulgated by said Court on May 17, 1954,
and May 31, 1956, are null, void, and of no
force or effect;

Second. That hereby there is declared the
firm intention of this State to take all appro-
priate measures honorably and constitution-
ally available to the State, to avold this
illegal encroachment upon the rights of her
people;

Third. That we urge upon our sister States
firm and deliberate efforts upon their part
to check this and further encroachment on
the part of the General Government, and on
the part of said Court through judicial legis-
lation, upon the reserved powers of all the
States, that by united efforts the States may
be preserved;

Fourth. That a copy of this resolution be
transmitted by His Excellency the Governor
to the governor and legislature of each of
the other States, to the President of the
United SBtates, to each of the Houses of Con-
gress, to Georgia's Representatives and Sen-
ators in the Congress, and to the Supreme
Court of the United States for its informa-

tlon.

ADDRESS OF GOV, MARVIN GRIFFIN DELIVERED
BEFORE A JOINT SESSION OF THE GENERAL

ASsEMBLY OF GEORGIA MEETING IN THE -

HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES' CHAMBER AT
THE STATE CAPITOL IN ATLANTA

Speaker Moate, Lieutenant Governor Van=

diver, members of the general assembly, and

my fellow Georglans, we are in session here
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today to give continuing consideration to the
most vital issue to confront this body since
its creation.

That is the question of our course of action
in the face of decisions by the United States
Supreme Court which seek to destroy our
system of segregated schools.

Our peril is all the more grave because the
means utilized in these rulings strike at the
very existence of State authority.

This general assembly has enacted legisla-
tion making provision for education grants
as authorized by the amendment adding
section 13 to article 8 of the Georgia con-
stitution. .

This general assembly also has enacted
other implementing legislation at this ses-
sion,

These measures were recommended by the
Georgia Commission on Education and by
me. It has been my pleasure as chief execu-
tive, formally to approve these acts, and they
are now the law.

I congratulate you upon this achievement.

We are determined to use all honorable
means and legal resources in this fight.

We are now prepared, as and when neces-
eary, and of course not until then, to commit
the education of the children of this State
to the people themselves.

Through a system of private schools, or=-
ganized and founded by the school patrons
in the local communities, an educational
structure serviceable and satisfactory to
Georgians will continue as long as the people
desire,

We must now direct our attention toward
the continued preservation of our public
schools. Authorized by the Georgia consti-
tution of 1777, the State's public-school
gystem Is the oldest constitutionally author-
ized system in the United States.

The soclal structure of the State 1s secure
by reason of the legislation which you have
enacted. As a result of these laws, the integ-
rity of the two races in Georgia will be
maintained.

But it is your solemn duty as representa-
tives of the people, and it is my solemn duty
as chief executive, to utilize every means at
our disposal to protect and defend the right
of the State to operate her public schools as
long as she desires.

We labor under this duty because the
public schools of Georgia are good schoels,
operating in an efficient manner and serving
well the children of both races. Also because
acquiescence in the edicts of the Supreme
Court of the United States over publiec schools
is an invitation to that Court further to
extend unlawfully its authority over other
matters concerning which they have no
rightful jurisdiction.

The Supreme Court had no authority to
declare segregated public schools unconsti-
tutional. Therefore, Georgia may not be
accused justly of violating her obligations as
a member of the Union in continuing to op-
erate her public schools in each and every
school distriet in this State.

As a matter of right under these circum-
stances, the State ought to be possessed of
power to declare that the Court overstepped
its authority; that these decisions are null
and void, and, thus, to justify before the
Nation the interposition of her sovereign
power between the Court and her public
schools.

The Commission on Education has recom-
mended that you adopt a resolution to that
effect.

When I had the honor of addressing you
on January 10, I stated it would be my
privilege at a later date to present to you
my views upon this matter. Since that time
I have conferred at length with counsel, and
have had the opportunity of meeting in
Richmond with the chief executives of the
Commonwealth of Virginia and the States
of South Carolina and North Carolina an
Mississippi. .
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It is my request that this General Assem-
bly adopt a resolution declaring the decisions
of the Supreme Court of the United States
in the cases relating to the public schools
of Virginia, South Carolina, Delaware, and
Kansas, § be null, void, and of no effect.

" 'The Court’s ' attempted - usurpation is
palpable and flagrant.

The circumstances are such as in my
judgment authorize you to take this course.

Now, let us examine the nature and struc-
ture of the government provided by the Con-
stitution of the United States, and the
fundamental principles of relationship be-
tween the States and the Federal Govern-
ment, with particular reference to its judi-
cial department.

Here are some fundamental truths:

1. In this country sovereignty resides in
the people of the respective States.

2. When the Constitution of the United
States was formed and the Federal Govern-
ment established, the people of the respec-

tive States delegated a portlon of govern-

mental authority to the Federal Government.

3. All of the power not so delegated to the
Federal Government is retained by the peo-
ple of the respective States.

4, The three departments of the Federal
Government—the executive, legislative, and
judicial—are agencies for the people of the
.respective States, created for the purpose
only of carrying out the authority granted
to each department.

b. The Supreme Court of the United States
is one of the units of the judicial depart-
ment of the Federal Government, and can
.have no authority beyond that delegated by
~the Constitution of the United States to the
Judicial department.

6. When any of the three departments of
the Federal Government undertakes to exer-
cise authority over matters concerning which
it has not been granted power, such an un-
dertaking is illezal and unconstitutional,
because it is beyond the authority granted.
No exception is made for the Supreme Court
of the United States, and if it undertakes to
exercise power over a subject concerning
which no authority has been granted, its
.acts are illegal, unconstitutional, and without
any lawful force.

7. The Supreme Court of the United States
has no jurisdiction over any State of the
Union except in the case of suits between
States respecting boundary disputes and the
Hke; and suits between the States and the
United States in cases of that character.

8. Since the Federal Supreme Court has no
other authority to render any judgment
against a State, Its declaration that the
States are prohibited from operating public
schools according to the segregated system
iz wholly without authority of the Consti-
tution.

9. The judicial power of the United States
does not in the nature of things extend to
interfer with the States in respect of
their public-school systems.

10. By these vicious decislons the Court
undertakes to establish that its pronounce-
ments are the supreme law of the land. The
Court thus disobeys the Constitution, for it
is there provided that the Constitution, the
laws of the United States made in pursu-
ance thereof, and treaties made under the
authority of the United States, shall be the
supreme law of the land. The Court assumes
further unlawfully the power to judge all
the laws of the States according to facts
created by the Court, and to veto such laws
if in the judgment of the Court they do net
meet with its approval.

11. The Supreme Court has no power to
judge the extent of its own authority. Its
Juriediction is that which is authorized by
the Constitution. When it goes beyond the
Constitution it oversteps its It can=
not by a mere claim of additional authority
confer the same upon itself.

-thereafter clalming to possess
-delegated to it, the First Congress submitted
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12, The authority which the Supreme
Court may exercise must be found within
the limits of the judicial power delegated by
the States. If the Court attempts to intrude
into an unauthorized field, a State possesses
the right to take note of the unlawful con-
duct of the Court and formally to declare
the true nature and character thereof, and to
denounce the same as null and void. It is
the duty of the State in flagrant cases to so
interpose its powers between its people and
the effort of the Court to assert an unlawful
‘dominion over them. This right of inter-
position, though not expressly referred to in
the Constitution, arises out of the nature
and character of that instrument and the
‘Government -established by it, and exists
of necessity.

The Constitution is in writing so that the
powers granted to the Federal Government
may be stated.

No other reason exists for a written Con-
stitution,

A government of unlimited power needs no
written constitution.

To prevent the Federal Government from
powers not

to the States for ratification the Bill of

‘Rights, the 10th amendment of which is in

the following words:

“The powers not delegated to the United

States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to the
States respectively, or to the people.”

The outer limits of the powers of the jurli-
cial department are set forth in the third
article of the Constitution. The Supreme
Court is a part of that department. This

-article does not attempt to elevate the judi-

cial department over and above any State
of the Union or over and above the legisla-
tive and executive departments of the Fed-
eral Government, -

When the Supreme Court of the United

-Btates acts beyond the powers delegated to

it, it oversteps its authority.

Such acts cannot bind the States from
whose people all its powers are derived.

We now reach the question as to the status
of the decisions of the Supreme Court of
the United States against the public schools.

By these decisions the separate school laws
of those States affording each race its own
schools were declared violative of the Con-
stitution.

In these decisions the Ccurt said “all pro-
visions of Federal, State, or local lIaw" con-
trary to the decision “must yield.”

The Court thus undertakes to overturn
separate school laws of all the States pro-
viding segregated education.

The United States Constitution prevents
any State from being sued by individuals in
the Bupreme Court or in any Federal court
without the State's consent. For this reason
these decisions do not and eannot bind the
State of Georgia.

Having no authorlty to entertain such a
case against Georgia, the Supreme Court can-
not bind this State by a judgment rendered
in suits otherwise entertained. Being with-
out authority to bind the State of Georgia
directly, the Court cannot by indirection
attain the same result.

The Court was without jurlediction In
these cases for each of two plain and specific
reasons: (1) The cases were suits against the
States and the Constitution forbids the Court
to try them. (2) The controversies were
-not “cases in law and in equity” and the
jurisdiction of the Court is expressly limited
to such cases.

In each of the school segregation suits
the real defendant was the State but the
truth is that this Court refuses to confine
itself within limits set up by the Con-
stitution.

‘The Constitution confines the Judicial De-
partment to matters of a judicial nature and
character. Before a sult can be entertained

2455

by any Pederal court it must be in law or
in equity.

The great educational and social questions
involved in the school segregation litigation
do not relate to cases either at law or in
equity.

A judicial controversy is not involved.

The controversy is a public one.

No court can determine it.

No system of law provides for the wlutlon
of such matters in judicial proceedings.

The Constitution of the United States pro-
vides no exception.

The truth is that the fundamental issue
involved in this dispute is determinable only
by the people themselves, speaking through
their legislative bodies.

What then moved the Court to commit so

.grave an act of usurpation?

“Partisan politics” does not afford a com-

plete answer.

The whole motivation may be found in
pressures far more compelling. A close ex-
amination of what the Court has done dis-
closes the true purpose to be nothing less
than the destruction of the States.

The great body of the rights of freemen
are not embraced within the privileges and
immunitles of citizens of the United States.
These rights are possessed in virtue of State
citizenship alone, and it is to the State Gov-

~ernment that the citizen looks for protection
"in respect of these rights.

This is admitted by the Supreme Court.
It-was under the equal-protection-of-the-
laws clause of the 14th amendment that the

"Court made these decisions under which it

is claimed that the States have no authority
to operate separate public schools.

The Court said such separate public-school
systems are violative of the following words
of the 14th amendment:

““No State shall * * * deny to any person
within its jurisdiction the equal protection

“of the laws.”

There is no provision in the Federal Con-

“stitution dealing with education or schoois.

Not one word or syllable.

Education is one of the subjects reserved
to the States.

There are no provisions in the Federal
Constitution on the subject of race, except
those in the 15th amendment which relate
solely to voting.

Nor does the United States Constitution
provide one way or another with respect to
the subject which so-called do-gooders refer
to In vague and general terms as the doctrine
of the “equality of mankind.”

By what process of reasoning then does the
Court attempt to justify its conclusion?

Let the Court speak in Its own words,
which I read:

“To separate them (the colored children)
from others (the white children) of similar
age and qualifications solely because of their
race * * * generates a feeling of inferi-
ority. * * * A sense of inferiority affects
the motivation of a child to learn. Segrega-
tlon with the sanction of law, therefore, has
a tendency to retard the educational and
mental’ development of Negro children and
to deprive them of some of the benefits they
would receive in a racially integrated school
system."™

Such a conclusion is absurd on the face

_of it and insulting to the intelligence.

The decision of the Court does not rest
upon any construction of the Constitution.
It does not rest upon inequality of protec=
tion under the language of the separate
school laws. It is based entirely upon the
“inferiority complex” finding just guoted.

The Court concocted this ridiculous theory
and then pronounced it a part of the su-

preme law of the land. The dubious char-

acter of the several books on sociology and
psychology cited by the Court is not here so
important as that the Court sought to trans-
mute soclalistic theory into law.
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Soclology and psychology are not exact
sclences. :

Their application to public education
brings every phase of that subject under
Federal jurisdiction. The laws respecting
marriage and divorce likewise are subject to
revision and review, upon allegations of un-
constitutionality, by this new ruling of the
Court.

And here, let all remember that central
governments of general power are like t.hg
grave—they perpetually cry, “Give! Give!
And like the grave, they never return the
liberties once taken.

The Court having exceeded its jurisdiction
in the respects heretofore pointed out, these
decisions are manifestly null and void, unless
the Constitution gives the Court the power
to determine the extent of its own authority.

The Court cannot be said to have the
power to judge of its own authority when its
entire authority is under the complete con-
trol and dominion of the Congress, Asser-
tions that the Supreme Court can rightly
do as it pleases have no basis in the Con-
stitution.

This is not to say that the Supreme Court
may not hold a law which is violative of the
Constitution to be unconstitutional if it is
necessary for the Court to determine this
guestion in order to dispose of a case in law
or equity legitimately before it for decision.
The Constitution says nothing on this sub-
ject, but this power inheres in every Court
when necessary to the exercise of its juris-
diction.

But the Court cannot overstep the Con-
stitution.

Nor has the Court any power to say that
the Constitution changes in meaning.

The interposition of authority against un-
lawful and unconstitutional actions of the
Supreme Court peculiarly is within the
province of the States.

The States alone are parties to the Con-
stitution.

The Federal Government is no party there-
to, but the creature thereof.

The States, by the compact of the Con-
stitution, having created the Federal Gov-
ernment, have the right to pronounce as null
and void the assertion of unlawful dominion
by any of the departments thereof.

The fact that the Constitution does not
refer to this right of the States is no evi-
dence that it does not exist. The existence
of the power is implicit in the nature and
gtructure of our Government. It is among
the reserved rights of the States.

Just as the Supreme Court may declare
laws unconstitutional when such is neces-
sary to exercise of the authority committed
to it to try cases in law and equity, so the
States may declare null and void and unlaw-
ful action of the Supreme Court which in-
terferes with the exercise of their reserved
rights.

Interposition is no new doctrine. It is one
which has been recognized since the begin-
ning and dealt with fully and supported by
both Jeflerson and Madison who certainly
knew whereof they spoke.

Power is coexistent with duty. Each
Etate necessarily possesses sufficlent power to
discharge the duty owed her citizens. Each
State possesses the inherent power needed
to discharge her governmental responsibili-
ties.

Georgla has a right to operate and main-
tain a public-school system utilizing such
educational methods therein as in her judg-
ment are conducive both to the welfare of
those to be educated and the people of the
State generally.

This is a governmental responsibility which
lawfully she has assumed.

Her rights in this respect have not been
delegated to the Central Government, but
on the contrary, she and the other States
have reserved such matters to themselves
by the 10th amendment.
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Being of this lawful right, she
is clothed with power to repel every unlaw=
ful interference therewith.

The duty and responsibility of protecting
life, property, and the priceless possessions
of freedom rest upon the government of
Georgia as relating to all those within her
territorial limits, The State alone has this
responsibility.

It would be vain for the State to be
charged with the responsibility of protection
of the fundamental rights of the people if she
is powerless to declare null and void an over-
stepping of authority by the Federal judi-
ciary.

The procedure of interposition is woven
throughout the whole fabric of our consti-
tutional history.

This right has been asserted many times
over the years by both Northern and South-
ern States under a wide variety of circum-
stances.

Ample precedent for its exercise exists in
the constitutional history of our own State
of Georgila.

We can be proud that she was one of the
first States in the country to rise up against
usurpation of her reserved soverelgn powers.

On three occasions in the past the Georgia
General Assembly has interposed success-
fully against unconstitutional decisions of
the Supreme Court in which the State of
Georgia was involved.

The first interposition of Georgia resulted
from the Chisholm case in which the State
refused to appear because the Federal Su-
preme Court had no jurisdiction to enter-
tain a suit by a private individual against
the State without the State’s consent.

The Court refused to obey the Constitu-
tion and held that Georgia and other States
could be sued without their consent. The
11th amendment resulted, and the Court so
rebuked, ordered the Chisholm case and
other such cases swept from its records.

Later Georgla again was compelled to in-
terpose against the Court in order to save
for the State that enormous portion of her
territory occupied by the Cherckee Indian
tribes.. This important part of our consti-
tutional history appears in the famous cases
of Worcester v. Georgia; Cherokee Nation v.
Georgia and in the cases of Tassel and
Graves.

In this great controversy with the Court,
Georgla'’s interposition again was successful.

Constitutional history books are replete
with numerous occasions where States have
exercised the right of interposition to pro-
tect their people against unconstitutional
Federal laws or Court decrees,

Kentucky, Virginia, Pennsylvania, Connec-
ticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New
Hampshire, Vermont, South Carolina, Wis-
consin, and Iowa, to name a few, have uti-
lized the doctrine of interposition on one
or more occasions, In doing so, they recited
the very language expounded by Jefferson
and Madison.

Invocation of this State’s right of inter-
position is not a substitute for, nor does
it take the place of, the plan formulated
for going to private schools as a last resort
to preserve segregation.

The private school plan is designed to pro-
vide segregated schools within the terms of
the United States Supreme Court decision.

It is our first, last and only absolute
remedy.

Interposition is the assertion of our rights
in the hope of preventing a situation which
would lead to the abandonment of the pub-
lic-school system. It is an appeal to reason.

I have gone into considerable detail so
that it might appear clearly that the States
have both the right and duty of interposition
agalnst conduct on the part of the Supreme
Court which is not authorized by the powers
granted under the Constitution. I have
demonstrated that the usurpation in the
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public-school cases is palpable and delib-
erate. I have shown that the rule announced
by the Court will destroy the States.

Under these circumstances it is certainly,
as I see it, the duty of this general assembly
to declare these decisions to be null and void.

If by naked force alone the Federal Gov-
ernment unlawully forces these decisions
upon us, the legislation which you have en-
acted at this session will protect the social
structure. And at the same time, it will
enable the people of the State to care for the
eduation of their children. Education can
be provided by other than public schools. -
You have seen to that.

By denouncing these decigions as null and
void, you declare what is true under the
supreme law of the land.

You vindicate the lawful power of the
State.

And you make plain the right of Georgla
to continue the operation of her public
schools notwithstanding these decislons. '

You do much more than that. As the

' representatives of the people, you place the

State's power and prestige squarely in the
fight to preserve an indestructible Union of
indestructible States.

For that is the issue raised by the Court.
Dunring our generation that issue will be
determined, and upon its determination
rests the future of the American people.

The Court by claiming its own supremacy
asserts old doctrine dressed in new form.
Absolutism is as old as tyranny. Louls XIV
of France sald “I am the State.” The Stuart
Kings of England announced that they ruled
by divine right and that the king could do
no wrong. But the genius of American in-
stitutions is that sovereign power resides in
the people of the respective States.

We say with our fathers that no govern-
ment, no governmental department, no court
or other tribunal, has the right to dispose of
the fundamental liberties of man. We be-
UHeve that they derive from Almighty God.
That when the great Creator of the universe
breathed upon the dust and made an immor-
tal soul, he gave that man certain rights and
freedoms beyond the power of government or
any court, no matter how supreme.

It is unnecessary to catalog these Immu-
nities, but among them are the rights pos-
sessed by every man to have a home and rear
a family, to choose his own associates, to rear
his children according to his belief, to stand
erect in the dignity of his personality and
to maintain the pride of his inheritance.

The liberties of men never have lasted long
under governments of total power. Free-
dom is a fragile flower and must be tended
by the people with that close watchfulness
which can be given only to governments close
to home and responsive to the local will.

Upon the great issues of the day Georgia
always has played the vallant part. Let no
one be mistaken about this and upon this
issue the State and her people firmly will
stand.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to revise and extend my
remarks and to include a resolution and

an address by Gov. Marvin Griffin, of
Georgia.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from
Georgia? :

There was no objection.

DISTRIBUTION OF SURPLUS FOOD
TO THE NEEDY THROUGH A FOOD
STAMP PLAN
Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks. :
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr, Speaker, 2 years
ago this week I introduced a bhill to pro-
vide for the distribution of certain sur-
plus food commodities to needy persons
in the United States, by use of a food-
stamp plan. I introduced a revised but
substantially similar bill again last year.
For the past 2 years I have found that
there is a tremendous public interest in
this proposal. Many people in St. Louis
and welfare and civic leaders from many
other parts of the country have written
to me to tell me how valuable they think
this idea would be not just in helping to
dispose of some of our surplus foods
but—more importantly—seeing to it
that some of this food goes to those who
need it most—to needy Americans who
are not receiving adequate diets, I know

‘that there are millions of such persons

in this country and I think it is a tragic
and shameful thing to have hunger in
the United States—to have Americans
unable to obtain an adequate, nourishing
diet. .

Mr. Speaker, I have been appealing for
2 years to the House Committee on Agri-
culture to act on my bill. Similar meas-
ures have been introduced within the
past year in the Senate, but apparently,
there too, the Agriculture Committee
has not yet seen fit to act on the plan.

Probably the main reason for the re-
luctance of the House and Senate Com-~

. mittees on Agriculture to act on a food-

stamp plan is the active and vigorous
opposition of the Department of Agri-
culture in claiming that such a plan is
not feasible or necessary.

Mr. Speaker, if the Members will look
about them in the cities of our country
they will see that such a plan. is neces-
sary—very necessary—if we are to get
enough of the right foods to all of our
people. It may not be the quickest or
most efficient way of disposing of $8
billion worth of surplus food now in
storage—perhaps it would be quicker
and more efficient just to ship this food
overseas and give it away behind the
Iron Curtain or elsewhere, or just dump
it in the ocean. I am afraid the De-
partment of Agriculture loocks at this
food not in terms of the blessing it could
be to undernourished Americans living
on public assistance but only in terms of
a storage headache and a factor in low
farm prices.

Mr, Speaker, I intend to do everything
I can to persuade the House to adopt a
plan for the distribution of some of this
surplus food—a billion dollars worth
a year—to needy Americans under a
food-stamp plan as provided for in H. R.
5105.

The text of that bill is as follows:

H. R. 5105
A bill to provide for the establishment of a
food stamp plan for the distribution of
$1 billion worth of surplus food commodi-
ties a year to needy persons and families
in the United States

Be it enacted, ete., That in order to pro-
mote the general welfare, raise the levels of
health and of nourishment for needy persons
whose incomes prevent them from enjoying
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adequate diets, and to remove the specter of
want, malnutrition, or hunger in the midst
of mountains of surplus food now accu-
mulating under Government ownership in
warehouses and other storage facilities, the
Becretary of Agriculture (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the “Secretary") is hereby au-
thorized and directed to promulgate and put
into operation, as quickly as possible, a pro-
gram to distribute to needy persons in the
United States through a food stamp system a
portion of the surpluses of food commodi-
ties acquired and being stored by the Federal
Government by reason of its price-support
operatlons or other purchase programs.

Sec. 2. In carrying out such program, the
Becretary shall—

(1) distribute surplus food made avalhxble
by the Secretary for distribution under this
program only when requested to do so by a
State or political subdivision thereof;

(2) issue, or cause to be issued, pursuant
to section 3, food stamps redeemable by elt-
gible needy persons for such types and quan-
tities of surplus food as the Secretary shall
determine;

(3) distribute surplus food in packaged
or other convenient form on the local level
at such places as he may determine;

(4) establish standards under which, pur-
suant to section 3, the welfare authorities
of any State or political subdivision thereof
may participate in the food stamp plan for
the distribution of surplus foods to the
needy;

(6) consult the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, and the Secretary of
Labor, in establishing standards for eligi-

bility for surplus foods, and in the conduct '

of the program generally to assure achieve-

ment of the goals outlined in the first section |

of this act; and £

(6) make such other rules and reg'ula.tlons
as he may deem necessary.to carry out the
purpose of this act.

Sec. 8. The Secretary shall issue, to each
welfare department or equivalent agercy of
a State or political subdivision requesting
the distribution of surplus food under sec-
tion 2 (1), food stamps for each kind of
surplus food to be distributed, in amounts
based on the total amount of surplus food to
be distributed and on the total number of
needy persons in the various States and po-
litical subdivisions eligible to receive such
food. The food stamps shall be issued by
each such welfare department or equivalent
agency to needy persons recelving welfare
assistance, or in need of welfare assistance
but ineligible because of State or local law,
and shall be redeemable by such needy per-
sons at local distribution points to be de-
termined by the BSecretary under section
2 (3).

Skc, 4. Surplus food distributed under this
act shall be in addition to, and not in place
of, any welfare assitance (financial or other-
wise) granted needy persons by a State or
any political subdivision thereof.

See. 5. In any one calendar year the Secre-
tary is authorized to distribute surplus food
under this act of a value of up to $1 billion,
based on the cost to the Federal Government
of acquiring, storing, and handling such
food.

Sec. 6. The distribution of surplus food
to needy persons in the United States under
this act shall be in place of distribution to
such needy persons under section 32 of the
act entitled “An act to amend the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act, and for other pur-
poses,” approved August 24, 1935 (7 U. 8. C,,
sec. 612c), as amended, and section 416 of
the Agricultural Act of 1840, as amended:
Provided, however, That nothing in this act
shall affect distribution of surplus food
presently provided for in such sections other
than to needy persons as defined in section
7 of this act.

SEc. 7. For the purposes of this act, a
needy person is anyone receiving welfare as-
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sistance (financial or otherwise) from the
welfare department or equivalent agency of
any State or political subdivision thereof, or
who is, In the opinion of such agency or
agencies, in need of welfare assistance but
is ineligible to receive it because of State
or local law.

Sec. 8. The BSecretary of Agriculture, in
consultation with the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, and the Secretary of
Labor, shall make a study of, and shall report
to Congress within 6 months after the date
of enactment of this act, on the feasibility of,
the costs of, and the problems involved in,
extending the scope of the food-stamp plan
established by this act to include persons
receiving unemployment compensation, re-
ceiving old-age and survivor’s insurance (so- .
cial security) pensions, .and other low-.
income groups not eligible to receive food |
stamps under this act by reason of’ section 7
of this act.

Sec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated out of any money in the Treas-
uary not otherwise appropriated, such sums
as may be necessary to carry out the purpoaes
of this aet.

THE TIMBER SITUATION

Mr. COON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks. i

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oregon? i

There was no objection. ; ;

Mr. COON, Mr. Speaker, the great_
Northwest, of which 'the  district I
represent is a very important part, has
timber and mineral _resources which are.
not only of inestimable value to the peo-

ple of that region, but will, if properly

managed furnish the people of the Na-
tion for centuries to come with an ample
supply of products manufactured from
timber—a list of which is too long to
‘enumerate.

Naturally, the problems of economical-
ly and efficiently harvesting and utiliz-
ing not only the growing timber but
that which has reached maturity or
because of storms has been blown down
or which has become insect-infested,
are many and varied. And in those
problems our people are not only vitally
interested, but their interests are varied
and diverse.

‘Whether marketing areas are or are
not advantageous is a serious problem
most difficult of solution, dependent
usually upon the supply or lack of supply
of timber in that particular area a.nd the
number of sawmills. :

The necessity of a resurvey to deter-- :
mine how much timber can be cut in a
particular area without endangering
future supply is apparent.

The issue as to who shall build and
maintain access roads so as to make tim-
ber available has long been a matter of
controversy. That down and diseased
timber, and timber that has passed ma-
turity, should be harvested and the full-
est possible use made of it is evident.

Joint Senate and House subcommit-
tees were appointed, instructed to hold
hearings on the timber situation, ascer-
tain the facts, and report back as to the
form and substance which any addi-
tional legislation should take, if such was
needed.
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“Unfortunately, the investigation was
made and the hearings conducted by a
‘staff which apparently conceived its
chief duty to be the discrediting of Sec-
retary of the Interior McEay, the pol-
_icies which he was following, and the
manner in which they were being imple-
.mented, rather than a statement of the
facts with suggestions as to a remedy, if
such was indicated.

The subcommitfee deliberately over-
looked the fact that many of the deci-
sions attributed to the Secretary of the
Interior were based upon reports made
by officials who had long been in the
Department.

‘That most of the acts now complained
of were the result either of legislation
or regulations adopted under previous

tions.

The hearings conclusively show that
the subcommittee, in addition to its ef-
fort to discredit the Interior Department
and the Secretary for what had and was
happening with reference to timber, and
forgetting the real purpose for which it
was established, just jumped the track
and busied itself with an attempt to
manufacture political propaganda.

At Portland, Oreg., when the western
hearings were about to close, the sub-
committee literally dragged in the old,
threadbare issue of the granting of a
patent to the Al Sarena mining claims
somewhat like riding a dead horse.
This was an issue injected into the cam-
paign in 1954 by Drew Pearson, a mas-
ter of misstatement and inaccuracy.
‘His contention and that of those who
followed his lead was overwhelming re-
pudiated by the voters in November of
1954. -

A reading of the record and more
especially the testimony of Under Sec-
retary of the Interior Clarence A. Davis,
who as Solicitor made the decision
granting patent, showed conclusively
that, on the record, no other decision
could have been made.

That the hearings were used to manu-
facture political propaganda is evident
from the fact that a Republican Con-
gressman was time and again assailed
because he sought to ‘assist interested
constituents. That is something which
every Congressman worth his salt should
and does do.

No criticism was forthcoming of Dem-
ocratic Congressmen, of Democratic
Senators, who made similar efforts. The
fact that Republican Congressmen were
_singled out for criticism, held up to the
public as engaging in improper activi-
ties;, while Democrats doing the same
thing were not mentioned, is proof in it-
self of the partisan political trend which
was followed in connection with the
mining claim.

That the staff and those backing it
were not successful in their efforts to
smear Secretary McKay, the Department
of the Interior, and Republican Con-
gressmen, was due to the efforts of our
colleague from Michigan, CLARE E. HOFF~
man, who, at considerable personal in-
“convenience, attended hearings at Red-
_ding, Calif.; Klamath Falls, Medford,
Roseburg, Eugene and Portland, Oreg.;
[Aberdeen and Seattle, Wash.; and ac~
tively—and in spite of almost constant
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efforts to silence him—opposed the un-
fair method in which the hearings were

-conducted and the lack of foundation

for the false charges made against the
Department.

Although there was a joint committee
staff of at least five constantly present
at the hearings, our colleague from
Michigan, the only minority member
present, was denied information which
might have been helpful to him in fol-
lowing the hearings from day to day.
Even when prepared statements were
available, the procedure was to give him
a copy when the witness took the stand.

That the hearings as conducted were
political in their nature; that witnesses
were unfairly criticized, their rights as
citizens denied, will be shown by casual
reading of the record.

As the Representative of a district
whose people are vitally interested in
timber, in mining, it is my desire to ex-
press to my colleagues in the House my
appreciation of the service rendered us
by our colleague from Michigan, Crare
HOFFMAN,

CREATE A WATER CONSERVATION
AND PLANNING SERVICE IN DE-
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent fo extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr, UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I hope by
these remarks to direct attention to leg~
islation I have introduced today to es-
tablish a Federal water conservation and
planning service.

The plain truth is that water is fast
becoming our most critical natural re-
source. As a Nation we have been living
off our water capital in recent years, and
our problems are bound to multiply in
the years ahead.

Although water is already in short
supply in many areas, the most conserva-
tive estimate is that our per capita con-
sumption of water will double and our
industrial water requirement will treble
by 1975. There is reason for alarm, too,
in a recent authoritative report which
showed that only 58 percent of the Na-
tion’s major urban public water supply
facilities are adequate to meet present
demands. In addition we are told that
about 40 million Americans living in
various regions are already face to face
with water supply problems either in-
volving inadequate guantity or unsatis-
factor quality or both.

At the moment the situation is not out
of hand, but there is every indication that
the problem of water supply will be a
paramount national concern within the
next few years unless we move now to
forestall this crisis. Only a few months
ago one of our best-informed water ex-
perts stated the problem in these terms:

Our store of water information, on which
we can base actions to relieve prospective
water-supply stringencies, is becoming rela-
tively meager and unbalanced. Perforce, we
have taken, and will continue to take, first
steps toward rational management of our
water destiny. But, we are beginning to out-
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reach our information even on areas hitherto
considered well covered. A decade or two
‘hence we may be unable to resolve pressing
water problems If we fail now to start rele-
vant statistical records and thelr interpre-
tations.

It is apparent then that in order to
assure ourselves of an adequate supply
of usable water for domestic, industrial,
ax_zd agricultural purposes we must either
discover and tap new sources of supply,
or enlarge the use of our existing sources
by developing new methods of water con-
servation. Failing in this, regimentation
will inevitably follow as our governmen-
tal bodies are forced to pass legislation
to curtail and strictly control the use of
waler in the public interest.

In looking ahead there would be
grounds for optimism if we were aroused
1o the danger, and if our scientific work
in this field was proceeding apace. How-
ever, this is decidedly not the case.

From a standpoint of available scien-
tific data, basic water research is one of
the most neglected fields of endeavor
where the Government and private in-
stitutions are concerned. Those in our
Federal bureaus who must meet this
challenge are understaffed and have in-
sufficient funds with which to tackle the
formidable task before them. Although
the United States Geological Survey is
one of the finest scientific organizations
in our country, of necessity its day-to-
day efforts are largely directed toward
seeking solutions—on what can only be
described as a fire-alarm basis—for ex—
treme water-crisis problems in various
parts of the country.

UlldEI_‘ its present program, in cooper-
ation with the 48 States and other Fed-
eral agencies, United States Geological
Survey is working on investigations de-
signed to locate our water resources.
‘These investigations are financed in part
by Federal funds and in part by funds
provided by States and local organiza-
tions which request cooperative studies.
The 1954 annual report of the Secretary
of the Interior recites that there were 43
State cooperative programs underway
that year, and 30 other projects of pri-
mary concern to Federal agencies. The
typical arrangement in these cooperative
studies is for the survey to furnish
trained personnel, and for all other ex-
penses to be defrayed by the State or
local agencies. In practice this tends to
limit the work capacity of this depart-
ment and direct much of its energies into
emergency programs. Obviously this
prevents the water scientists from devel-
oping broad studies which would enable
us to anticipate and prevent such crisis.

F_‘or purposes of illustration let me de-
scribe one area where our watermen
might produce remarkable results if they
had an adequate work foree. United
States Geological Survey scientists hold
the view that our subsurface reservoirs
contain a vast untapped storehouse of
fresh water.  They tell us that ground
water is our most neglected national re-
source and that only 10 percent of this
great water reserve has been mapped out.
There is not a State in the Union, say
these hydrologists, that does not have
ground-water shortage problems. :

The vacuum of information in :this
vital area is dramatized by the fact that
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in many regions of our country searchers
for water still turn to the “water witch”
or “water dowser” and his ancient rites
rather than to geologists, who may have
only sparse data to go by.

Paradoxically ground-wa.ter problems
are not confined to the desert areas of
our eountry. In recent years the water
supply of some of our great coastal
cities—New York, Los Angeles, and
Miami, to name a few—have been seri-
ously threatened by the infiliration of
sea water. into subsurface  reservoirs.
And again, contrary to expectation, seri-

' ous underground problems have occurred
in many States where rainfall is plenti-

- ful. Louisiana, for example, has experi-
enced more trouble ffom declining wells
than Nevada, the most arid State. Com-
ing from a desert area myself, I was sur-
prised to pick up Washington newspapers
and find that a serious water famine ex-
ists in the nearby basin of the Potomac
River. These are but a few instances of
the multiplying problems we face in
maintaining our water resources.

Once we realize that surplus flow and
surplus storage constitute only a small
part of our existing supply of water we
can get some concept of the challenge
we face in discovering and wisely using
underground sources of fresh water.
The magnitude of the task is demon-
strated by the fact that our hydrologists

have only meager scientific data .con-
‘ cerning the geology and subsurface
" water of 90 percent of our total land
area.

Foremost among the new water-saving

methods we must develop are techniques
to artificially recharge our underground
reservoirs. - This infant science could
open up a whole new field of water con-
servation and would make our under-
ground storage a readily renewable re-
source, Once we are able to manipulate
our underground system and store away
flood flows that otherwise might evap-
orate or escape, we will be well on the
way to the solution of the major water
problems which plague many States.

However, at present we have barely
opened the door into this field of water
conservation, and if we are to take the
hydrologists at their word, we must re-
double our efforts fo learn these tech-
niques before significant progress can be
made in this promising field. i

I firmly believe that the only way we
can adequately meet our national water
erisis is by creating a separate organi-
zation where our water scientists can
concentrate on basie, unanswered ques-
tions with a full complement of trained
personnel, Such an enlarged program
would be essentially a cooperative ven-
ture between the Federal, State, and
local groups. This agency could carry
out research and factfinding, and come
up with answers to the various water
dilemmas which confront us in every
part of the Nation.

The Government already has many
water-use and conservation programs
which are functioning well. I refer to
the activities of the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, the Soil Conservation Service, and
the new programs now starting under
the Water Facilities and Watershed Pro-
tection Acts enacted in 1954. In my
opinion, we should fully support these
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programs and my legislation would not
disturb them in any way.

However, in the field of basic water
research we find a hodgepodge of activi-
ties and many gaps where little or no
work is being done. I propose that all
of these efforts be centralized under one
specialized department where all of our
water work will be carried on with a
guidance and unity of purpose which
are not possible under the present ar-
rangement. As a starter, all of the work
of the Ground Water Branch of the
Geological Survey, our - saline water
research program, and studies of -in-
duced precipitation could be placed
under this new department.- -

Some may say that nothing would be
accomplished by such a coordination .of
efforts, except the creation -of another
unnecessary bureau. It seems to ‘me,
however, that it has been our-experience,
governmentwise, that many sound pro-
grams are hampered unless they have a
separate identity and a unified leader-
ship. A department with a clear mis-
sion to perform can secure from the Con-
gress and from the people the support
it needs to do a job of maximum
efficiency.

Such a research and factfinding pro-
gram is a traditional and accepted func-
tion of the Federal Government. To a
considerable extent, local government
and private enterprise become concerned
with water problems only when answers
are required. Buit sound answers- to
local water problems are possible only
within a framework of factual data built
on statistical records begun years before
the local and immediate problems can
be defined. Ordinarily, private enter-
prise and loecal agencies neither can nor
will maintain the many prerequisite
long-term records, or undertake the
broad research involved. This alone is
a summons to Federal responsibility
and sums up the need for a national
program.

As I have already indicated, I am not
proposing a regional program but a na-
tional one. Available studies indicate
that areas of water abundance have
problems which are perhaps more seri-
ous than those of the arid States due to
the fact that the bulk of our population
is located in these regions.

Are we prepared to tackle and solve
our water problems? As of today it
seems clear that we are not. For many
years our water scientists have been
quietly telling us that we need to ac-
celerate our water research work.-

Belatedly, our policy makers are com-
ing around to this point of view: Last
year the second Hoover Commission
raised a few eyebrows by recommending
in one of its reports that the Federal
Government increase its spending on
basic research programs; and last month
the Presidential Advisory Committee on
Water Resources Policy specifically
urged an expanded program of collection
and evaluation of basic data. For ex-
ample, it was recommended that ground
water research be doubled over a period
of 5 years, and that water quality studies
be trebled.

It is time we took a hard look at the
overall water requirements and resources
of the United States. An all-embracing
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national water program is of the greatest
urgency. We must map out our existing
water resources and develop new meth-
ods of utilizing them before our economy
is seriously damaged.
taken stock of the available water we can
then set about to wisely put our existing
supply to the fullest use. ¢

Our goal should be maximum use and
maximum conservation of our full water
potential. While sound conservation is
now the rule where many of our natural
resources are. concerned, water-wise we

have heen rushing headlong to use upour-.

resources without giving though to sound .
conservation principles. :

Each generation should be able to say
to its successor, “Here is our land. We
give it to you renewed and improw
Unless this generation sets to work at
once with new vigor on an adequate na- -
tional water program it is entirely likely
that we cannot honestly make this state~
ment to our children.

HEMISPHERE OF THE AMERICAS

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. Smxes] is recognized for 20
minutes.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the United
States has shown a very proper interest
in the economic development of our
neighbors to the south by economic as-
sistance, technical aid, scientific aid,
military training missions, roadbuilding
programs, student exchange programs,
and others. In many instances, these
have been important adjuncts and their
value has been fully recognized. How-
ever, all of the above-mentioned aid is
infinitesimal in comparison with the aid
we have poured into Europe and Asia.
Unfortunately, in this hemisphere, we
have at times shown an ineclination to
dally with our commitments. Guate-
mala is a significant example of this.
That courageous little Republic cast off
the Communist yoke 115 years ago. The
Communists left her treasury stripped.
Guatemala needed prompt and effec-
tive help. The help given has been slow
and inadequate. The whole world has
been watching and this hemisphere is
particularly alive to the situation. The
hour is late, but not too late, to remedy
it. However, our interest in Central and -
South America must never be allowed to
rest on that one base.

Broadly stated, the long term and
bipartisan objective of United States-

- Latin -American policy is to maintain
‘peace, security, freedom and prosperity
throughout this great hemisphere, in our

own country, and in those of our part-
ners in the inter-American system.
These policies are long term and biparti-
san because they reflect the deep feeling
of the people of the United States for
their neighbors in the other American
Republics, and our strong and enduring
interest in their well-being and happiness
alongside our own.

In our general approach to this goal
we seek to emphasize long-range objec-
tives that offer lasting benefits to all
the peoples of the Americas for our
neighbors as well as to ourselves. No im-
mediate military threat imperils the
Western  Hemisphere. Fortunately,

Once we have. . .
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therefore, the overwhelming majority
of the resources of our sister republics
can be directed to their normal, whole-
some economic development. Our own
economic, mutual defense, political and
cultural relations programs in the area
can be realistically planned far ahead.

I would like to discuss economic poli=-
cies, In this field our constant objec-
tive should be to cooperate with our sis-
ter nations in helping them to develop
strong, self-reliant economies. It is in
the interest of our own people to have
independent, prosperous, and friendly
neighbors with the resources and the
will to cope with their own national
problems.

It has been said—and it is certainly
true—that the greatest contribution we
can make to the economic development
of Latin America lies in our support of
an expanding inter-American trade.
That trade is worth about $3.5 billion a
year to our exporters. Where do our
Latin American friends get that kind of
money to buy our products? They get
practically every dollar of it from sales
of their commodities to us. How can
we safeguard this (remendously impor-
tant trade? First, by a policy -of resist-
ing understandable efforts by some of
our own interested sectors to decrease
access to American markets for key
Latin-American products. To many of
these countries, the sale of such prod-
ucts means the difference between na-
tional stability and instability, both
economic and political. For example,
Venezuela's petroleum market in the
United States means for her people the
difference between prosperity and pos-
sible economic chaos. Similarly, if the
existing tonnage of our foreign sup-
pliers of sugar were cut sharply the eco-
nomics of some would be badly hurt.

It must be remembered in our own in-
terest that if Latin America does not sell
to us she cannot buy from us, and Latin-
American markets for a great variety of
United States products are strong and
they are growing. We should never for-
get a simple basic fact of our inter-
American economic community. If by
a tariff or quota we reduce—let us say—
Mexico's sales of a product to the United
States by $100, we may automatically
reduce the sales to Mexico by our own
farmers and manufacturers by $100.

A great expansion of our trade with
the rest of the hemisphere can be
brought about without damaging legit-
imate interests in the United States,
‘We should take advantage of the natural
preference on the part of most of our
neighbors for dealing with us, or they
may in frustration seek to take their
business elsewhere.

Two other important aspects of our
policy have to do with basic national at-
titudes in this hemisphere. In spite of
the many differences among the Amer-
ican republics—differences in size and
wealth, in origins, in religion, and in lan-
guage—there are great fundamental
identities. In the first place, the form
of government in all 21 republics is that
of a constitutional democracy; the his-
toric development has been from an
epoch of discovery through colonial gov-
ernment to independence; and guiding
objectives for us all have constantly been
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peace and progress. As a natural con-
sequence, we have to come to realize that
our independence involves our interde-
pendence; that we best withstand at-
tacks on our freedoms when we stand
together. Let me amplify a little:

First, the 21 American republics with
their similar views on the sovereignty
of nations and the freedoms of peoples,
constitute a powerful force in the United
Nations for making the world a peaceful
and properous place for all mankind.
The United States works consistently
and continuously in cooperation with
our sister republies in this global effort
which means so much to the security of
our own people.

In connection with this matter of in-
ter-American cooperation, I have been
asked whether the increasing Soviet at-
tention to Latin America and offers of
trade should cause the United States to
change its policies toward the other
republics in the hemisphere.

In point of fact, it is doubtful that the
Russians would see fit to keep their pro-
posed increased trade commitments even
if they concluded them. They have a
sorry record of performance in this field.

Furthermore, it is clear to thinking
people in all of the 21 republics that Rus-
sia does not make her bid for friendship
and trade in Central and South America
because she has any desire to lessen
world tensions. It is rather an attempt
to increase her own influence in rela-
tions between the republics, the better
to sow seeds of discord and discontent.
Her ultimate objectives are too well
known to require further discussions.

The Latin American people will make
their own decisions as to where their
‘best interests lie, in the continued close
cooperation of all the Americas, or else-
where.

Hence, there is no reason for the Com-
munist campaign to make us change the
course that we are following. On the
contrary, Iam convinced that any signifi-
cant change would be regarded by them
as a notable success achieved by their
propaganda. Insofar as Latin America is
concerned, Latin Americans themselves
have been pointing at the fact that our
relations with the neighboring Republics
are mutually friendly and mutually bene-
ficial on the plane of equality and free-
dom; and that on the other hand, once
the Soviets achieve control over any
country or any region, they never dis-
gorge it, but keep it and exploit it for
Soviet benefit. The expansion of private
United States investment in the other
American Republics, and the improving
investment climate there, gives statis-
tical evidence of close inter-American
cooperation., Direct United States in-
vestment of this nature is now in excess
of $6 billion. Of our total exports, 27
percent go to Latin American markets;
and 37 percent of Latin American ex-
ports come to our markets, We have aid-
ed stability and development in Latin
America by encouraging free enterprise,
within the countries as well as from with-
out, to make investments there. We
have made governmental loans in some
countries where other financing for
urgently needed projects was not obtain-
able. In isolated instances, grant-aid
has been requested of us and we have co-
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operated by giving it. Latin America
knows that this record of friendship, co-
operation, and genuine helpfulness can-
not be obliterated. It is there to be seen,
and to be kept in mind.

Our country should pursue a strong,
nonvacillating, and politically bipartisan
set of policies in the area. ‘They should
be designed to promote the general wel-
fare of the people of this hemisphere
through cooperative programs to develop
trade, stabilize economic conditions, ex-
‘pand cultural contacts, assure our mu-
tual defense and encourage the continued
growth of our free institutions. We
should follow these objectives for the
purpose of improving the living stand-
ards of the people of this hemisphere,
thereby strengthening the security of all
our nations—not just to fisht commu-
nism. The realization of our goals is the
most convineing refutation to the false
promises of the Communists, in or out of
the Western Hemisphere.

A final and most important political
objective of the United States is to co-
operate with the other American Re-
publics in the preservation of peace in
the hemisphere. It is in the interest
of all of us that the oceasional differ-
ences which arise among us be peacefully
solved. How can we achieve these oh-
jectives? Primarily by cooperating with
the 20 other American republics, with
mutual respect and confidence, and on
the basis of complete equality, in solving
our hemisphere problems. The United
States for more than half a century has
given strong support to the inter-Amer-
ican system of conferences at a com-
mon round table to consider and resclve
threats to the peace of the hemisphere
and means for the peaceful advance-
ment of our nations. The Organization
of American States, which has its seat
here in Washington at the Pan American
Union, is our regional organization
within the larger framework of the
United Naticns, In point of fact it pro-
vided and afforded a working model for
the United Nations, of which it is one
of the most powerful bulwarks.

In this hemisphere, our country and
the other American Republics have
known, and for 50 years and more have
put the knowledge into practice; that
one of the best methods of dealing with
political problems of the hemisphere is
for all our Republies together to wuse
every conceivable practical means of
strengthening this inter-American sys-
tem. The United States should give full
support to every effort for making the
Organization of American States in-
creasingly hardy and active, capable of
taking our tough problems and acting
effectively to solve them.

The OAS is one of the most useful
organs the New World has yet achieved
in the international field.. It is based
on the premise that in the Americas we
should work honestly and loyally to build
a future in which all our countries can
develop in harmony with each other.
We should all be joined in the belief that
there shall be built here a political struc-
ture which shall be durable because it is
upheld by our common respect for rep-
resentative government rather than by
fear and force. This concept will assure
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to the smallest the same sovereign dig-
nity that is enjoyed by fthe strongest. .

These statistics serve to point up the
importance of another area of our ac-
tivities involving the information and
cultural programs. In the long run, this
complex area of our relationships with
Latin America may be of determining
importance. Most simply it involves the
necessity for increasing the number of
ideas and aspirations which we hold in
common with the people of the Latin-
American countries. Beyond that, it
means a continuing effort to develop
common definitions, because quite often
people of different countries discover that
they attach different meanings to such
concepts as freedom, democracy, or in-
dividual initiative. In other words,
while it may be possible to translate the
words literally, the meanings conveyed
by the words are not always the same to
all people.

One of the most effective means of de-
veloping ecloser understanding in this
area of international relations is through
increased personal contacts. Student
programs are of particular importance.
In 20 or 30 years the present students of
all our countries will be running this
Government and those of the other
American republics. We have a price-
less opportunity here to help the young
people of all our nations understand the
peoples of the entire area, and our com-
mon aspirations, for a strong, free and
prosperous hemisphere; to encourage
democratic institutions and recognition
of the need for cooperative undertakings
for joint development and mutual secu-
rity. )

These considerations apply also to our
United States Information program.
Regardless of how fine, or pure, or noble
our prineciples may be, it is difficult to
understand how they can prosper unless
people are informed of them. It is sen-
sible to ask ourselves just how much do
our friends in Latin America know about
United States policies. Do our friends
understand what we are trying to do?
It is through the use of public informa-
tion programs that we reach the peoples
of these countries, and both the quality
and quantity of what we have to say had
better be effective. Now is the time that
we have to explain to these people where
we are going, and how we are going to
get there.

I believe that we and the other Ameri-
can Republics have an opportunity to
establish a model of international co-
operation to inspire the whole world. We
possess a unique opportunity to demon-
strate to the rest of the world how 21
nations of widely varying size, popula-
tion, and strength can live in harmony
without trespassing on each other's sov-
ereign rights. It is hard to overstate
the potential impact of this demonstra-
tion on the unhappy, frusirated peoples
of the Communist satellite states. As
long as such examples exist no tyranny
can rest easily, because its people are
continuously confronted with incontro-
vertible evidence that better conditions
exist elsewhere. This serves to keep alive
and nourish the hope of all oppressed
peoples that similar conditions may
some time be brought about in their part
of the world.
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We do not intend to try remaking our
sister republics into our own image. We
must encourage a continuing under-
standing and respect for each other's
ideas, convictions, and cultures, even
though these may differ. We are fortu-
nate that there exists among the Latin
American Republics a remarkable degree
of homogeneity, resulting in part from
common historical and geographical fac-
tors. But there is also a great deal of
dissimilarity among the countries of the
Western Hemisphere, and this is in many
ways a good thing. The vitality of na-
tions, no less than that of individuals,
is closely linked with the healthy com-
petitions and debate which results from
difference of opinion and outlook.

In our efforts to reach our common
goals in the hemisphere, we should al-
ways be glad to offer our cooperation,
but I would like to emphasize in closing
that within the free republics of the
Western Hemisphere, each government
makes its own decision as to the pro-
grams on which it will embark. We then
cooperate with each other to get the job
done. Icannot stress too greatly the im-
portance of hemisphere solidarity, prog-
ress, and prosperity. From th-se, all the
nations of the hemisphere will benefit—
none more than our own country.

WORLD AGRICULTURAL SITUATION

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Horan] is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, the farm
problem is everybody's problem. It is
a problem that is here and is very real.

I have taken this time today to spread
some dependable information upon the
Tecord. I believe that if we have more
light than heat, we can help the present
situation substantially. Certainly we
cannot solve the farm problem by merely
castigating the very sincere present Sec-
retary of Agriculture, Ezra Taft Benson,
any more than in previous years we could
find solutions to previous problems in
‘American agriculture merely by casting
aspersions on the then Secretaries of
Agriculture. To my knowledge they have
all had pretty tough sledding.

I have served as a member of the Sub-
committee on Agricultural Appropria-
tions for more than a decade. It may
be that I take some license here but I
would like to say that I have served the
administration of four great Americans
who were Secretaries of Agriculture—the
Honorable Claude Wickard, the Honora~
ble Clinton Anderson, and the Honorable
Charles Brannan—and last but certainly
not least, the Honorable Ezra Taft Ben-~
son. Through those years have also
paraded some outstanding Members of
this House as chairmen of the House
Committee on Agriculture legislation—
the late Judge Hampton P. Fulmer was
chairman of that committee at the time
I came to Congress. He was a lovable
person, dedicated to the cause of the
American farmer as was his successor,
John William Flannigan, Jr., of Virginia,
Clifford Hope, and Harold Cooley, upon
whose shoulders now rest the trust of
rural America if legislation can assist in
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our present squeeze. And, through the
years, it has been my privilege to serve
aunder quite a list of other great Ameri-
cans, equally devoted to the cause of
American agriculture, the chairmen of
the subcommittee of the Appropriations
Committee that supplies the funds au-
thorized by the Congress and asked for
by the Secretary of Agriculture. In my
decade of service on that subcommittee,
I have had the privilege of working with
such men as Judge Malcolm C. Tarver, of
Georgia; Everett Dirksen, of Illinois;
H. Carl Andersen, of Minnesota: and the
present very able chairman of that sub-
committee, Jamie Whitten, of Missis-
sippi.

During my service in the Congress, I
have seen much constructive work done
when men such as those I have named
have worked together in a full under-
standing of what the facts are and what
can or cannot be accomplished.

I was particularly impressed at the
time when President Eicenhoewer sent his
farm message to the Congress to hear
the Honorable HaroLp CooLEY assert that
he was going to do his best to keep poli-
tics out of the considerations of his
committee. I subscribe to that also and
with you, I hope that we ean promptly
be about the business of helping in the
present farm situation.

‘We have already passed one piece of
legislation by mutual cooperation and
while it is not a big item, at least, it is
one step in the right direction. I refer
to the removal of the gasoline tax for
fuel used on the farm. I am happy also
to note that the aisle does not stand in
the way of the support for legislation
that will greatly liberalize the lcaning
program of the Farmers’ Home Admin=
istration. I trust that we can act speed-
ily on the two measures that will pro-
vide longer repayment periods and the
power to refinance farmers' home loans
and generally make more effective that
very useful Administration which takes
care of the small farmer and those who
are the poor risks among our farm pop-
ulation.

Another action that should be taken
by the Congress immediately is on H. R.
8751 which would amend the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 to permit
farmers to use the grain and wheat they
have raised on their own farms to feed
their own livestock.

The spectacle of a monastery down
in Georgia faced with a penalty of $1.13
8 bushel on wheat raised at the mon-
astery, strictly for use there, should give
us pause. Last year they raised more
than their quota—hence the penalty
under the law.

The same thing applies to many small
producers. This proposal has already
passed the other body and should be
passed now in the House.

Through the years I have seen this
House take action by full cooperation
between the majority and minority par-
ties that were truly helpful in solutions
of our farming troubles.

What I have to say today involves one
act of the 83d Congress that also was
the result of such cooperation. It stands
to perform much good today and in the
future. I refer, of course, to the very




2462

fundamental work that we are doing
through the medium of our newly rein-
stated Foreign Agricultural Service.
Perhaps a little history would serve us
well here.

Our efforts to aid the American farmer
in intelligent and timely marketing of his
surplus crops in foreign countries actu-
ally begins in the late 1920’s when Nils
A. Olsen was Chief of the Bureau of Agri-
cultural Economics in 1928-1935. Olsen
was old-fashioned in his thinking, for=-
tunately, for he believed that the Ameri-
can farmer had to have a profitable
market for that which he produced.
Further, he recognized that there were
several agricultural commodities that
had 'a long historical dependency . on
world markets. He felt that in order to
maintain and extend overseas markets,
it was important to have an understand-
ing of foreign competition, demand, and
marketing practices.

The five principal commodities in-
volved are: First, cotton, an export com-
modity since 1739; second, tobacco, an
export since 1615; third, fruit, since
early in the 19th century; fourth, wheat;
and fifth, rice. There are, depending on
the seasons, many others of lesser im-
portance historically. A new export, of
real importance, is fats and oils.

Olsen felt that knowledge of foreign
markets could contribute much to a more
orderly program of marketing, With
wider knowledge, the farmer could better
plan his plantings and his shipments.

Olsen’s dream resulted in the estab-
lishment in the Department of Agricul-
ture of the Office of Foreign Agricultural
Service on July 5, 1930. It became the
OFAS. Under its authorization, the De-

 partment sent specialists abroad to study
marketing conditions and thereby to
assist the American farmer in obtaining
the maximum value for his product by
enlarging every possibility in the do-
mestic and the world’s consuming areas.

But these specialists soon became
more than that. Because they felt the
responsibility of their specific and par-
ticular mission—the line of responsi-
bility was clear and straight from them
through the Secretary of Agriculture to
the American farmer. They soon grew
to know not only outstanding producers
in foreign lands, but those whose busi-
ness it was to import into those nations
those commodities in which they spe-
cialized. They returned to the United
States periodically and moved from area
to area consulting with producers and
shippers. They became a dependable
liaison between areas of supply and
areas of want. Their watchword was
“service to the American farmer.” .

- The record of these commodity spe=
cialists is good. That record was made
during the great, worldwide depression
years, and, therefore, adds to the credit
they so justly deserve. From a nation
famous for its production lines and spe-
cialized production, we had sent com-
modity specialists to help the world enjoy
quality and superior condition of our
specialized agricultural crops. The idea
was original. It was properly directed.
It was producing. The dream of Nils A,
Olsen was beginning to bear fruit. It
seemed that we were on our American
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way to a new approach and to a new era
in foreign trade.

They knew that any American agricul-
ture problem was the problem of every
American and they were at work.

And then occurred a jurisdictional
dispute at the Cabinet level. The State
Department, feeling that everything out-
side the United States was their concern,
and only their concern, looked on any
real activity, regardless of its merits, as
an invasion of their rights. They laid
plans for an amalgamation of all foreign
efforts under the State Department.
They succeeded, and in 1939 this amal-
gamation took place with, it should be
noted, the Departments of the Army and
the Treasury, at least, refusing to go
along and insisting that in their specific
fields, they be assured their independ-
ence.

Under the amalgamation, OFAS em-
ployees were offered the opportunity to
become employees of the State Depart-
ment. This was optional and more and
more accepted. They were offered far
more than the Department of Agricul-
ture could possibly offer: Better pay,
shorter hours—since proven, better re-
tirement benefits, more senior rights as
to office space and subsistence facilities
abroad, a chance for advancement—one
employee is today an Ambassador, to my
knowledge, and another, to my knowl-
edge, has retired as a Minister of Em-
bassy. It is my belief that the amalga-
mation actually took from the Depart-

ment of Agriculture not only the clear -

straight line of responsibility from the
Secretary to the commodity specialists
but also the ability of the Secretary to
do very much toward the protection of
his foreign agricultural workers.

The amalgamation to all intents and
purposes destroyed Nils Olsen's dream.
Our attachés, as I have indicated, be-
came agents of the Secretary of State
rather than the agents of the Secretary
of Agriculture. Moreover, we changed
the name of the Service from that of
Foreign Agricultural Service to the Office
of Foreign Agricultural Relations. For
a long while it did not make too much
difference. The war broke out in 1941,
and with it came military and strategic
state trading to take over all normal
trade and that condition existed by and
large until about 1950.

During the war and the postwar re-
habilitation period, we had a ready and
a commanding demand for everything
that the American farmer could pro-
duce. After the war, we went all out to
feed and to rehabilitate the farmers of
our neighboring nations. We had UNRRA
and ECA, the Marshall plan, and Presi-
dent Truman’s point 4 program, a pro-
gram that involved the exporting of our
know-how to foreign countries. We did
bring them back to life, and in so doing
we have added to our own problems here
in America.

It shall be my purpose here today to
show you as nearly as I can some of the
facts of life regarding the competition
that we are forced to meet. Broadly
throughout the world, agriculture pro-
duction today stands at 119 percent of
agricultural production in the prewar
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years of 1935-39. In the free worlcl this
figure stands at 125 percent.

Now, may I get back to the work that
we in the Congress have already done in
the name of our American producers to
get tooled up so that we may more ade-
quately gage and more adequately un-
derstand the problems that we face today
in world agricultural production and
market competition. Those of us on
both sides of the aisle who watched the
American farmer rise to his full stature
during the war to produce those foods
necessary to win the war and the peace,
also watched our efforts through the var-
ious agencies—UNRRA, ECA, the Mar-
shall plan, point 4, and a host of other
activities of a subsidiary nature, to re-
store production to the farms of devas=
tated Europe and the embgftled areas
and we felt, seeing what was going on,
much as Nils Olsen must have felt in the |
1920’s. From 1948 on, in our private
conversations and to my own knowledge,
in our discussions on the Subcommittee
on Agricultural Appropriations, we sug-
gested that we should have a stronger
foreign agriculture agency in the De-
partment of Agriculture. Many of us
at first hand deplored what appeared to
be a loose association between our own
Secretary of Agriculture at home and
those who were supposed to be attached
from his Department in our foreign em-
bassies. This was not peculiar to Secre-
tary Benson any more than it was pecu=
liar to his predecessors, Secretary Bran-
nan and Secretary Anderson. As early
as 1950, a great many of us on both sides
of the aisle undertook to study this prob-
lem intimately. As far as our own Sub-
committee on Agricultural Appropria-
tions is concerned, our entire subcom-
mittee planned a trip for the purpose of
studying this problem. Personally, I
made such a trip and upon my return re-
ported informally to the members of the
Agricultural Subcommittee of the Appro-
priations Committee. That was in
October 1953. This report was well re-
ceived and widely reprinted. Following
this trip by our subcommittee and fol-
lowing similar trips by the House Agri-
culture Committee, we did work together
to the end that as part of the agriculture
bill of August 1954. President Eisen-
hower signed the bill which returned the
agricultural attachés to what we felt
was their proper place as, first of all,
responsible to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. We also renamed the Office of
Foreign Agriculture Relations to the new
name of Foreign Agricultural Service
and arranged for the funds supplying it
to be appropriated directly from the
Department of Agriculture.

Looking back we must say that this
should have been done years earlier. It
is entirely possible that it should have
been done as early as 1948 and I propose
now to tell you why. That it was not
done is no particular discredit to anyone
but a review of the facts as we have them
today will indicate that we might pos-
sibly have overcome or anticipated some
of the problems that today exist and
which we will have to live with until we
have solved them.

As matters now stand, we are just com=
pleting the tooling up of this new agri-
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cultural service in the Department of
Agriculture that in the future stands to
be most useful to the American farmer.
Now in order to present some of the facts
of foreign agricultural production most
effectively at this time, I have had the
Department of Agriculture prepare for
me some charts which will bring us up to
date as to world production.

As I have already stated, in the free
world that production is 25 percent
greater than it was in the 4 years just
prior to World War II. It has been ap-
parent to us for some time that our for-
eign aid programs should be reassessed
to reflect this fact and that this country
no longer should appropriate funds for
foreign aid that will further aggravate
this imbalance.

Just the other day we had the Prime
Minister of England reassure us that his
country no longer wanted economic aid.
Only this week the international relief
society that operates under the name of
CARE announced that they are pulling
up stakes in the free world and are mov-
ing their operations to the Orient where
people are still hungry and where there
is need for aid of this sort.

These charts which I will show you
are purposely made as simple as pos-
‘sible. Obviously it will be impossible to
reproduce them in the Recorp so I am
taking the liberty of removing portions
of an excellent pamphlet put out last
month by the Foreign Agricultural Serv-
jce which will deal with world produe-
tion of at least two commodities which
these charts reflect.

This pamphlet is entitled “The World
Agricultural Situation, 1956.” It con-
tains an amazing amount of information
regarding the world production situa-
tion. Most of the charts I propose to
show you are contained in this publica-
tion. I commend this pamphlet to your
study.

There are, of course, two commodities
that are hurting more perhaps than oth~
ers in the United States at this time.
Mostly these two are suflering because
of surpluses in the United States that
according to the agriculture law of 1938
indicate the need for acreage reduction.

The first of these is cotton. Today,
cotton and its problems is everybody's
problem. Today the world supply of cot-
ton stands at approximately 61.8 million
bales. That is 3.3 million bales higher
than a year earlier and is a new record
high. The world production also is a
new record high and world consumption
is expected to be nearly equal to the
1954-55 record, However, due largely to
the fact that in the year 1950 the United
States production was unable to meet its
overseas commitments, world production
during the last four years has skyrock-
eted and in those 4 years has exceeded
world consumption by nearly 10 million
bales with the result that end-season
world stocks increased by that amount
between 1951 and 1955, due mainly to
world competition. Our own stocks in-
creased by 8.8 million bales which con-
stitutes 90 percent of the world increase
in surplus.

We are told that more than 50 percent
of the world cotton stocks had accumu-
lated in the United States by July 31,
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1955, 'while most other countries, both
exporters and importers, had reduced
their stocks to a minimum in anticipa-
tion of some action on the part of the
United States Government to reduce the
price of cotton for export. Prices of
foreign growths of cotton declined
sharply during 1954-55 for the same
reason and at the beginning of the
1955-56 season they were as much as 8
cents a pound below those for similar
quality United States cotton.

As the 1955-56 season opened on
August 1, there was an atmosphere of
suspense in foreign cotton markets as
importers purchased only for current
minimum needs and exporters of foreign
growths offered their cotton at. lower
prices in an effort to liquidate their hold-
ings before anticipated reductions in
prices of United States cotton for ex-
port. Export sales programs now in ef-
fect or announced for operation after
January 1, 1956, include limitations in-
tended to avoid any serious reaction in
world markets that would be detrimental
to foreign competitors and holders of
stocks. The guantities of United States
cotton invelved in the programs are not
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large enough to stimulate exports suffi-
ciently to bring them up even to the
1954-55 low level. i

World cotton production in 1955-56
currently estimated at 40.6 million, 500~
pound bales, is an increase of 2 million
bales above that of a year ago, which was
a record high at that time.

Half of the increase occurred in the
United States. The United States in-
crease is attributed to a 22-percent rise
in average yield per acre that more than
offset a 12-percent reduction in acreagze
under the preduction-control program.
The increase in foreign production was
due almost entirely to an increase in
acreage.

World cotton consumption is estimated
at 36 6 million bales and that is 800,000
bales higher than the previous record
figure of 35.8 reported for 1853 and 1954.
‘World consumption has increased stead-
ily since the end of World War II but has
not kept rise with the increase in pro-
duction. Most of the increase, it should
be noted, has taken place in countries
that produce cotton and at the same
time have high industrial development
and high standards of living.

Cotton: Acreage and production in major couniries, areas, and world average 1835-39;
annual 195455 and 1956-56 1

Acreage Production .
Major countries i I
verage verage
1635-39 195455 2 | 195556 2 1035-39 1954-552 | 1955-56 2
1,000 acresl.l'.ﬂw acres|,000 acres|1,000 bales|1,000 bales|1,000 ba ¢
Moaxico. ... 725 1, 820 2, 685 334 1, 780 2,5
United States. .. _______ 27, 788 18, 261 16, 882 13,149 13, 606 M, 008
Total, North Ameries: . oo occomocaeias 28, 642 21, 444 20, 058 13, 523 15, 825 17,16,
U.S.5. R 5087 ¢ [§] 3430 | @ @
Iﬂdi_ﬂ.‘. 424,204 18, 850 19, 000 45,348 4,250 471
Pakistan " - ) 4,185 3,100 ) 1, 350 1,40,
Tu{k‘oy____ o S GBT 1,440 1, 480 249 650 67.
China b 7,038 g, 600 @) 2,895 3, 100 0]
Syria._ e 85 463 500 28 365 B85
Total Asia_ 33, 8056 34,771 36, 201 9, 038 10, 207 10, £33
Yo e B e S L e A s e el e 5, 502 4, 500 @ 1,956 1,630
Argentina P 70 1,350 ® 289 530 ﬁ
e . .. 428 540 540 370 510 495
Total Bouth America. - ..o oo 7, 060 6, 875 7,376 27 2877 3,056
EE}'})L....‘......‘-.-.....---..- 1,821 1, 639 1,885 1, 803 1, 508 1, 508
Anglo-Egyptian Sudan. 39 685 @) 248 407 ®
British Enst Africa ey 1, 876 2,158 0] 356 354 *
* Total Africa. . 6, 176 7, 654 7,953 2,840 3,167 8,437
World total 8,142 | 78330| 70,408 3, s_ssT| 33,410 | 40,585

1 Crop year beginning Aug. 1.
2 Preliminary,
4 Not available,

3 Pakistan included with India,

Production in bales of 00 pounds gross weight,

Cotion: Ezxports by couniry of origin, averages 1934-38 and 19456-}9; annual 19561-52

through 1964-55 1

COUNTRY 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

bales bales bales bales bales bales
Mexico.. .. E 105 343 o072 992 851 1,253
United States AR 5, 206 4, 065 5711 3,181 3,014 & 685
India._ 2, 746 568 123 104 At
Pakistan (O] m 919 1,273 868 634
Turkey 84 9 261 433 377 233
Byria_ . 12 81 169 181 183
Brazil. s 1,065 1,116 347 145 1,412 1,020
Argentina, ] 133 48 ] n 157 120
337 301 a7 398 361 330
Egypt... 1,747 1,451 508 1,727 1,48 1,081
.AngPo—Egym. m Sudan_ 257 287 398 267 413 | 208
British East Africa_ 3334 3 285 340 445 341 37
“Belgian Congo 3133 3 208 187 212 100 180
Other. 643 1,424 1,77 2,204 2 261 2,57
World. 12, 892 10,178 12,374 iz 18,058 12,211

TData relate to year ing Aug.1. B
s_rmmmngedmmi e

ales are equivalent 500 pounds gross weight.

Calendar year prior to 1947,
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World stocks of raw cotton increased
rapidly during the past 4 years to 21.7
million bales at the beginning of the
current season. This figure exceeds es-
timates for all peacetime years except
1938 and 1946. More than 50 percent—
11.1 million bales—of these stocks were
located in the United States. Stocks in
possession of the United States Gov-
ernment, accumulated prior to that
date under price-support program, has
reached 8.1 million bales, or 37 percent
of the world total.

In January 1955 prices of foreign
growths of cotton were approximately
equal to those of comparable qualities
of United States cotton. A steady de-
cline in prices of foreign growths that
began soon after that month may be
attributed to prospective large crops
abroad, large surplus stocks in the
United States, and market rumors that
United States Government action to re-
duce prices of cotton for export was
imminent. Prices of United States cot-
ton declined slightly to the loan level,
while prices of foreign growths con-
tinued downward to a current level for
some growths as much as 8 cents a
pound under United States prices.
United States prices in recent months
have been approximately the same or
below the loan rate of 33.75 cents per
pound for Middling 1%e-inch cotton at
the 14 spot markets.

World trade in cotton under these
conditions declined to 12.2 million bales
in 1954-55, compared with 13.1 million
a year earlier. The decline is attributed
to a reduction in stocks and in consump-
tion in nearly all net importing coun-
tries except India. Declining prices were
the principal cause for reductions in

| trade, stocks, and consumption in these
countries, which account for nearly all
world trade in cotton. United States
exports amounted to only 3.4 million
running bales in 1954-55. Exports dur-
ing the first 3 months of the current
season totaled only half of that for cor-
responding months last year, but some
improvement is expected after Janu-
ary 1, when a new export program to
:lell up to 1 million bales becomes effec-
ve.

The outlook for cotton is that trade
and consumption in 1955-56 will be at
least as high as in 195455, provided
most of the uncertainty regarding price
trends can be removed from the mar-
kets and confidence can be restored in
stable world prices at whatever level
they reach.

United States production is expected
to be reduced in 1956 by further restric-
tions of acreage to 17.4 million acres,
compared with 18.2 million allotted and
17.5 million planted last year.

The sharp decline in prices of foreign
growths during the past year probably
will result in some reduction in foreign
production in 1956-57 and a little in-
crease in consumption and inventories in
importing countries.

However, since world production in
1955-56 is expected to exceed world
disappearance—consumption plus de=
stroyed—about 3.5 million bales, world
stocks will probably be increased by this
amount,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Now, let us keep this firmly in our
minds. As of right now, the world’'s
supply of cotton is estimated at nearly
62 million bales; the annual world’s pro-
duction as of today is more than 40.5
million bales; the world’s annual con-
sumption, while it is on the increase, is
only a little more than 36.5 million bales.

You will note by studying this booklet
of the Foreign Agricultural Service that
we have had record increases in the pro-
duction of coarse grains, rice, and to-
bacco, We have had a record crop in
fats and oils but we are also exporting
a healthy increase to foreign markets.
At the same time, the world sugar pro-
duction continues to rise despite crop
restrictions in some of the larger pro-
ducing areas of the Western Hemi-
sphere. Livestock numbers throughout
the world are at a record high. Poultry
and eggs are on the increase, as is coffee,
tea, chocolate, wool, hides and skins, and
jute and hard fibers. Potatoes last year
were below previous years. For raisins a
favorable export market is forecast,
while eitrus continues to inerease in pro-
duction and prunes are not expected to
figure in the export market for two rea-
sons: First, the unusually strong United
States prices, and, second, the large for-
eign pack.

Now, may we turn to the subject of
wheat? It, too, is everybody's business.

The combined world wheat and rye
production in 1955 is estimated at 260
million short tons compared with 250
million short tons in the preceding sea-
son and the post-war average of 220
million short tons—the period from
1945-49. Rye accounts for less than one-
sixth of the total world bread grain pro-
duction.

The 1955 world wheat crop of 7,300
million bushels was only slightly below
the all-time record of 7,400 million in
1952. The estimated increase of 350
million bushels for 1954 is mainly a re-
flection of larger crops in Canada, Tur-
key. and the Soviet Union, the latter
named country officially reporting a sub-
stantially larger area in the spring crop.
And may I add here that farmers who
visited the Soviet Union last summer
brought back some disturbing rumors.
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We are told that Russia is moving into
some of the previously unused areas to
the east and reports have it that as high
as 75 million acres are planned for plant-
ing in wheat. The current issue of Time
magazine carries a story on this enter-
prise, referring to it as the virgin land.
The reports we get also indicate that
even this 75 million acres may be in-
creased. Those who know the area and
who know wheat growing do say that
this is a marginal area, subject to ex-
tremely cold and vigorous weather.
However, given a favorable season, it is
entirely possible that the Soviet Union
might give further disturbance to our
own hopes for export markets. It would
appear, however, that Russia is the big-
gest single nation in the production of
food grains.

Because of our reduced acreage in the
United States, our own crop was down
some 6 percent. It is worthy of note
that in Europe, even Italy, normally an
importer of wheat, and the Federal Re-
public of Germany, also a net importer
of wheat, had increases of production.
Our reports out of eastern Europe and
from the Soviet Union are, of course,
controlled. We have to resort to their
own handouts largely and to such reports
as may be gained in other ways for
factual information regarding eastern
Europe. But we are assured that the
overall increase was at least 3 percent
for 1955 over 1954. Growing conditions
were reported especially favorable in
Poland. The total Asian crop was about
25 million bushels greater this year than
last with significant shifts occurring
among countries. Larger crops were
harvested in Turkey, India, and Iran.
Small crops were harvested in Pakistan,
Syria, and Iraq.

To show you the effect that 1 year
of adverse weather can have on world
supply of any given crop, we can turn to
Turkey who again this year will be an
exporter of wheat, whereas a year ago
she was a net importer.

In the Southern Hemisphere, the
South American crop is estimated to be
down somewhat from 1954, but Australia
is harvesting a larger crop.

Wheat: World production, 1955 with comparisons
[Million bushels]

Average
Continent or area 1058 10564 1055
1935-39 1045-49

United States. .. 758 1, 202 1,160 970 016
North America__.__. 1,086 1, 581 1,809 1,310 1, 441
Europe... 1, 600 1, 265 1, 730 1,720 1,770
U.B.8.R T R . N e 1,340 1,525
Asia__... 1, 558 1, 585 1,790 1,780 1,815
Afrfea. ... s 143 134 195 220 190
Bouth America. 281 263 330 393 345
Oceanis.____ 177 183 203 171 214
‘World total excluding United Btates...cccceeeana- 5, 827 4, 603 6, 221 B, 975 6, 384
World total 6,085 5, 805 7,300 6, M5 7,300

But in this whole field of foreign mar-
kets, there is a fact that all of us, I be-
lieve, should keep uppermost in our
minds.

In a report to our Subcommittee on
Appropriations for the Deparfment. -of
Agriculture, the Marketing Service

through the Foreign Agricultural Serv-
ice supplied us with a rather interesting
list of activities in other countries as re-
gards their use of impediments to trade
such as production incentives, export
and import quotas, tariffs and other
mechanics to protect and encourage




1956

their own domestic production and, of
course, to assist their farmers also to
make full use of the export market. Here
is a partial list that will appear in the
written hearings. I might add that I
have an incomplete report on the wage
rates of these competitors. Our infor-
mation is with regard to wheat, that
France is paying her farmers the equiv-
alent of $2.64 a bushel for soft wheat
and $3.04 a bushel for hard wheat, while
at the same time she is offering French
wheat in the German market, which in-
cidentally has always been a rather im-
portant foreign market to us, for $1.75 a
bushel. Uruguay, we understand, is
paying her wheat producers $3.51 a
bushel, Sweden is paying $2.21 a bushel;
Turkey is paying the equivalent of $2.49
a bushel, while Syria is paying her pro-
ducers $2.20 a bushel. Not any of these
particular countries is really an impor-
tant exporter of wheat and probably
these incentives mainly are used in the
struggle of these countries to become
self-sufficient as regards bread grains.
However, many of them are the recip-
ients of our economic aid or have been
and insofar as they do pay these prices,
our incentives are used to produce food
grains which are then moved into the
export markets in competition with us.
This ecertainly should be kept in mind
as we ponder the need for the applica-
tion of any foreign military aid in this
cold war.

When we get into the field of impor-
tant producers and exporters, however,
of bread grain we find Argentina offer-
ing wheat at $1.53 a bushel; Canada last
October—the latest report I have—re-
duced her No. 1 Northern Ex-Fort Wil-
liam to $1.70 a bushel; her No. 2 and No.
3 at lesser prices and she is offering No.
4 Northern Ex-Fort William at $1.58 a
bushel.

I am told that Australia’s offering
price, while I do not have the exact fig-
ure now, is comparable.

Into any consideration of world prob-
lems involving the United States and
other wheat-producing and wheat-con-
suming countries, it would not be com-
plete without some reference to the In-
ternational Wheat Agreement.

This is an agreement first entered into
formally in the year 1949 by 38 countries.
Eight more nations joined later, and the
volume of wheat within the scope of this
agreement of 1949 concerned some 581
million bushels.

This first agreement was based on
negotiations going back as far as 1931.
The agreement is an international ar-
rangement on multilateral trade; a mar-
keting agreement, that is, on one major
commodity. In concept, it is designed
to assure stable supplies of wheat to im-
porting countries and a stable market
‘for exporting countries within an equi-
table price range. It assumes basically
the importance of achieving some meas-
ure of stability in international trade in
wheat that national measures alone can-
not, in general, successfully cope with
regarding the very great changes that
take place in the wheat situation from
time to time, and that such agreement
provides the broad base through which
national wheat production programs can
be coordinated.
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I have here a brief review of expe-
rience under the Second Infernational
Wheat Agreement and some problems
confronting its renewal. This brief re-
view was prepared for me by Dr. John
Kerr Rose, Senior Specialist Division,
Legislative Reference Service of the Li-
brary of Congress. I would like to sub-
mit this complete report for your infor-
mation. I believe you will find it inter-
esting.

It may be that such a program as the
International Wheat Agreement, if suc-
cessful, might give us some ideas as to its
possible application internationally to
commodities such as cotton and others.

I would like to also relate some of my
own personal experiences with the Inter-
national Wheat Agreement.

To my knowledge, I am the only Mem-
ber of Congress who has ever sat in as
an adviser at the executive sessions of the
International Wheat Agreement. This I
did in April 1952, a privilege provided
me by the then Secretary of Agriculture,
the Honorable Charles Brannan, and
with the cooperation of President Tru-
man. These meetings were held in the
Church House, a meeting place connect-
ed with Westminister Abbey in London.
It was a very interesting experience. I
sat as an adviser with the American dele-
gation in what was known as the ex-
porters’ block. At that time there were
but four members of the agreement con-
sidered exporters of wheat—the United
States, Canada, Australia, and France,
the latter, then, at least, with a very
small amount. I was attracted to these
meetings because under the agreement,
it was costing the American taxpayers at
least 45 cents a bushel for each one of the
nearly 300 million bushels of wheat
which we supplied to the International
Wheat Agreement. And I come from a
wheat area.

At that time, the first 3-year agree-
ment was drawing to a close and the
meeting which I attended was the first
of a series of meetings designed to lay
the ground work for renewal of the
agreement. We were persuaded that it
was costing the American taxpayer a
considerable amount of money, well in
excess of $600 million for our 3 years’
participation in the agreement. We
were anxious to raise the ceiling of the
price range from $1.80 to a higher figure.
The agreement was renewed in April
1953 with the ceiling raised 25 cents from
$1.80 to $2.05. Our experience, under
the second agreement, has not been
nearly as satisfactory as that under the
first agreement, Under the first agree-
ment we managed to average well over
one-half billion bushels of wheat by
means of this agreement, half of which
was American wheat. So far, the figures
for the second agreement have been ap-
proximately one-half of that total.
Negotiations now are underway, the first
meeting have been held in October and
November at Geneva to renew the agree-
ment. There has been some discussion
as to whether or not it would be renewed
but most observers believe that it will.
Obviously, the new agreement will earry
a lower price range and should move
more wheat through it. This should be
apparent since Canada is now offering
good wheat at $1.70 or less a bushel and
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Australia at about that figure, Probably
if renewed at the lower price range, we
may step up the movement of our wheat
under the International Wheat Agree-
ment. Inany event, I am happy to sup-
ply for the RecorDp, a very interesting
discussion of the International Wheat
Agreement, what it is and what the pros-
pects are for its renewal:

A BriEr REVIEW OF EXPERIENCE UNDER THE
SECOND INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREEMENT
AND BSoME PROBLEMS CONFRONTING ITs
RENEWAL

I. SOME BACKGROUND

The third and final year of the Second
International Wheat Agreement is about half
completed. Preliminary discussions looking
toward renewal were held in Geneva in Oc-
tober-November 1955. Full-dress discussions
will commence in February 1956. This makes
pertinent and perhaps timely a brief look
at the experience and achievements under
the present agreement, plus some considera-
tion of existing and emerging problems, not
only of the wheat agreement as such, but of
the closely interrelated world wheat situa-
tion.

The agreement is an international arrange=
ment on multilateral commodity trading—
a marketing agreement on one major com-
modity. In concept it is designed to assure
stable supplies of wheat to importing coun=
tries and a stable market for exporting coun-
tries within a reasonable and equitable price
range. It assumes, basically, the importance
of achieving some measure of stability in
international trade in wheat, that national
measures alone cannot in general, success-
fully cope with the very great changes that
take place in the wheat situation from time
to time, and that such agreement provides
the broad base through which national
wheat-production programs can be coordi-
nated. It is not, however, an agreement
directed to the control of stocks or produc=
tion, or of quotas for export, but an agree-
ment which applies a preagreed price range
to stipulated quantities of wheat moved in
the ordinary course of international trade.

The first agreement, which followed re=-
peated and long continued negotiations dat-
ing back to 1931, was signed and ratified in
1949 by 38 countries. Eight more nations
Joined later and the volume of wheat within
its scope was increased to 581 million bushels.
In 1953 the expiring agreement was sub-
Jected to comprehensive review with the re-
sult that the second agreement set a new
price range of $2.06 per bushel maximum
and $1.55 per bushel minimum for the 3-year
life of the agreement as compared with a
maximum of $1.80 per bushel and a mini-
mum which declined from #$1.50 to $1.20
during the 4-year life of the first agreement.
Some other modifications were involved but
the most significant difference was that the
major importer, the United Kingdom, de-
clined to participate under the second agree-
ment, as did Italy initially. Even more im-
portant perhaps has been the gharply
changed supply situation under which the
second agreement has operated.

II. EXPERIENCE UNDER THE SECOND AGREEMENT

1. With respect to results one might per-
haps generalize to the effect that it has
functioned less adequately than the first
agreement, but under more difficult condi-
tions. It has mnevertheless continued.  to
function, whereas some had anticipated com-
plete breakdown.

Grave fears were expressed for the success
of the second agreement even before it
went into effect, particularly when Britain,
the world's largest importer of wheat, stead-
fastly declined to continue her participation
because of the higher maximum price stipu-
lated. Even in retrospect, there are those
who still take a dim view of the adequacy
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of the agreement and performance under ex-
isting conditions:

“Looking back, it Is clear that the expir-
ing agreement was already out of date in
April 1053, before the signatures renewing
it for a second term had dried. By then
production of wheat in Europe and Asia had
recovered from the ravages of war, and in
some countries output comfortably exceeded
the prewar average.”?*

2, Wheat has continued to move under the
agreement in considerable volume, though in
lesser bulk than under the first agreement,
and with further decline apparent as the
agreement approaches termination. The les-
ser volume is, of course, in part to be charged
to the absence of the United Kingdom among
the im under the second agreement.
‘Italy rejoined in 1954 but her guota was cut
to 100,000 metric tons against a previous
quota of 1,100,000 tons under the first agree-
ment and an original quota of 850,000 metric
tons under the second agreement.

Transactions in wheat and flour recorded
under the International Wheat Agree-

Bushels:
Year? Wheat equivalent
B0 432, 120, 396
1950-51 - 530,974, 733
1951-52. 572, 208, 753
O o L s a sl 572, 268, 837
IPOB-Ok ool 225,192, 107
e e sk Lol 290, 450, 000

1Year August 1 to July 31.

The early months of 1955-56 would appear
‘40, indicate that transactions under the final
year of the second agreement will be con-
‘slderably lower than in the previous year,
As of January 20 (table I) with about one-
half of the year gomne, about 125 million
bushels of confirmed transactions had taken
place under the agreement as compared with
‘a full quota for the full year of 394,958,000
bushels.

3. The decline in transactions under the
‘agreement a to have been shared
rather evenly by the four exporting countries
included (table IT).

4. World trade in wheat has held up bet-
‘ter than transactions under the agreement.

World ezports of wheat and flour, in wheat
equivalent 1

[1,000 bushels]

Year: World total
1045490 (AVErage) . —-cceenmem-= ‘877, 724
1950-51 936, 838
1951-52 1, 066, 013
1852-563 987, 266
195354 878, 909
1954-55 942, 850

1Data are for year beginning July 1, so are
not strictly eomparable with those for the
wheat agreement year.

This suggests several possibilities, that is,
that wheat may have been moved outside
the agreement by the major exporters, that
.other countries may have increased their
exports and that importing countries may
have fallen short of guaranteed amounts
under the agreement.

. 5. Some imperting countries have fallen
far short of their guaranteed purchases un-
‘der the agreement.

This is, of course, their option under the
agreement in as much as prices have not
been lowered to the minimum. It does
mean, however, that performance under the
agreement hag not yet been fully tested.
That is, we know that the exporting countries
did perform by continuing to fulfill their
commitments during the first agreement,
even though wheat would have brought
more than the maximum price. There has

1 Wheat in Plenty, the Economist, October
1, 1955, pp. 51-52.
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not yet been a test of whether importing
eountries will take their full quotas at the
minimum price. Presumably this test has
been delayed, or avoided, at the option of
the exporting eountries, especially the United
States and Canada. :

6. Prices have shown considerable stability,
have not fluctuated widly, though the trend
has been a declining one during the second
agreement. From & level near the maximum
of $2.06 per bushel they have eased, in the
face of record suppHes, to a level not far
above the minimum of $1.56 per bushel.
However, just as the first agreement dampen-
ed the upward price trend during some or
all of the years of its existence (that is, ex-
porting countries sold wheat at prices be-
low those which would otherwise have pre-
vailed) so during all or part of the recent
period, prices seem to have been sustained
at a level somewhat above those which
might otherwise have prevailed.

7. Direct subsidy costs to the United States
have averaged about the same per bushel as
under the first agreement.

Wheat and flour: United Stafes exports and

subsidy payments under IWA 1949-50/
1954-55

February 9

1. LIKRLIHOOD OF RENEWAL

It is more than a little difficult to assess
the probabilities that a new wheat agree-
ment will be achileved. Representatives of
about 60 countries met in Geneva late in
October. They were invited especially to
suggest and discuss possible modifications to
the existing agreement, or alternative forms
of agreement. Included were all, or nearly
all, the 48 members of the second agreement.
Included were the four designated exporters,
Canada, United States, Australia, and France,
plus several others which now are or would
be exparters—Sweden, Turkey, the U. 8. 8. R.,
and the Danubian countries.

Our own position has been none too clear,
Though United States officlals were reported
as hinting before the Geneva meeting that
the United States might balk at renewnl if
Great Britain continued to boycott the
agreement,’ later reports indicated that we
favored renewal provided the pact could
cover “most International trade in wheat.”+

The position of the world’s major wheat
Importer was even more obscure. An in-
fluential British publication observed: “The
present scheme no longer bears much reality
to the world wheat trade, but if the confer-
ence fails to improve upon it then govern-
ments might fall back on its renewal, if
Britain would rejoin. It is conceivable that
Britain might find this politically expedi-
ent—given agreement on prices—for the sake
of its relations with the Commonwealth pro-
ducers, Canada and Australia.”?

Reports from the preliminary Conference
were not entirely discouraging as to possible

€ ual support from the United Kingdom,

Also, spokesmen for the prinecipal import-
ing countries, as distinet from the private
traders of those countries, were reported as
citing three reasons for importer interest in

1. Will be very difficult to launch any other

Year beginning | EXPOTS | mopay
Aug, 1— %ﬁm payments |T3te ey
Bushels | Doltars | Cents
162,724, 041 89, 763, 201 85.2
240, 524, 545| 160, 718, 880 63.0
255, 523, 777 167, 310, 583 05 5
251, 430, 145 mﬁ,nﬁﬂ,mI 541
019, 203, 503} 562, 872, 31'4 6L.2
mn,m,ﬂ 40,709,5020  46.7
139, 210, L1065, 267, 756
Total, 1963 agree- TOBEWRL:
ment (2 years).... .| 245, 623, 887 154,076, 88| 63,1

! Ineludes an estimated $10,850,632 to be paid in 1065-56
fiscal year.

Bouree: 1. W, A. Branch—Graln Division, C88,

8. Not only has world production of wheat
increased to record levels in recent years but
surplus stocks available for export have ac-
cumulated in unprecedented wolume. Pro-
duction has risen to a level in excess of
7,300,000,000 bushels in 2 recent years as
compared with an average crop of about 6
billlon bushels prewar and early postwar.
July 1, 1855, stocks in the 4 major export-
ing countries were a record 1,800,000,000
bushels with the United States earryover in
excess of 1 billion bushels, and Canada's
carryover even larger in relation to her pro-
duction and domestic consumption. Even
more significant perhaps have been the sub-
stantial surplus situations developed in
France, Turkey, Sweden, etc.

8. Assurance of supplies under the agree-
ment apparently has not checked the policy
of encouraging wheat production, even un-
der substantial subsidy. The United States
with a reduction of more than 20 million
acres in recent years is about the only coun-
try which has attempted to adjust produc-
tion downward in the face of increasing
surplus. Over 86 percent of the world's
wheat crop is produced and marketed under
price supports or other forms of officlal in-
centive and planning.* In spite of the sharp
decrease in United States acreage, world acre-
age in wheat production has risen to 483,-
480,000 acres as compared with about 406
million acres in the early postwar period
and about 425 million acres prewar. Acre-
age trends, probably more indicative of pro-
duction intent than the yield or produec-
tion, are shown for some of the more im-
portant countries in table IV.

* Foreign Agricultural Circular, FG 13-55,
USDA, April 8, 1956.

international commodity agreement if this
one breaks down.

2. In spite of present oversupply and po=-
tential decline in world prices, the situation
is mot necessarily a long-term one, and
agreement provides protection if the situa-
tion should change.

3. Agreement provides some basis for re-
sistance to still higher domestic support
schemes in importing countries.

The other major uncertain factor fa
Canada. They have appeared to be ap-
proaching the verge of desperation as regards
the wheat situation. Late in September and
early in October the Canadian Wheat Board
reduced prices by 5 to 7 cents per bushel.
This, for some unclear reason, was done in
two moves, about a week apart. The lower
grade was reduced the most. The resulting
prices were, in Canadian funds, ex-Fort Wil-
liam: No. 1 Northern, £1.70; No. 2 Northern,
$1.67; No. 3 Northern, $1.64; No. 4 North-
ern, $1.58.

The move was variously Iinterpreted as
clearing the air before the International
Wheat Conference of October 26, as firm
notice to the United States that further
movement of wheat into the world market at
cutrate prices (to relieve tight storage in
some areas) would meet with retaliation, ete.
In any case it was indicated that the board
could hardly reduce prices any further with-
out incurring loss; operating and storage
charges added to the $1.40 per bushel ini-
tlally pald to farmers equaling approxi-
mately present reduced prices.

They have had and stfll have a complex
holding operation on the farm front. The

iNew York Herald Tribune, October 23,
1955, p. 24.

“New York Times, October 27, 1955, p. 41.

®The Economist, October 29, 1955, p. 414,

¢ New York Times, November 2, 1955, p. 49
et seq.




1956

farmers are reported to be very dissatisfled
with the present operative results of the
wheat pools. With grain trafic channels
pretty thoroughly clogged, the farmers can-
not deliver this year's crop (mor even in
some cases stored stocks from previous crops)
to the local elevator where they would be
pald the initial base price. They have in-
stead been offered a government scheme for
guaranteed bank loans up to 1,600 at 5-per-
cent interest on the security of their farm-
stored grain. This proposed pallative is re-
ported to have been received without much
enthusiasm.

The Government meanwhile has made at
least two other interesting moves. They ap-
pear to have explored, at a high level, the
possibility of an outlet for agricultural prod-
ucts on the other side of the Iron Curtain.
Some wheat and rye have been sold to Po-
land, but to date no major success in this
direction has appeared. Conferences in Ot-
tawa, then in Washington, have been re-
ported as involving an attempt to try to
persuade the United States Government not
to demoralize the world wheat market any
more than its political necessities impera-
tively demand.”

Canada apparently approached the renego-
tlation not very confident that a new agree-
ment would emerge, in the face of some
opposition from the United States and the
United KEingdom.® However, others sur-
mised that Canada would not be much in-
terested in renewal of the agreement were it
not for fear of more United States giveaway

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

on broadly similar lines to the present one
most likely to be acceptable. The Confer-
ence will meet agaln in the new year to
start negotiations in earnest: The range of
maximum and minimum prices, and the
quotas between exporting and importing
countries have to be settled, and a number
of technical questions as well. No country
was at all committed at the present session,
but the general feeling was that the prospect
of a more broadly based scheme, covering
Britain and other countries now outside the
present one, were fairly bright. * * * "0
Michael Hoffman, reporting from Geneva
at the time of the adjournment of the pre-
liminary meeting in November, indicated
that the odds appeared favorable that a
new agreement would result from 1956 dis-
cussion® But it does appear that these
preliminary discussions took place in the
atmosphere of a buyers market (inevitable
under present supply conditions); importing
countries were free with their demands, and
the United States delegation was disap-
pointed that the first draft of the hoped for
1956 agreement (not yet made available)
included many unagreed-upon loophole pro-
visions favoring importing countries.

10 Wheat Pack Clears One Hurdle, the Econ-
omist, November 19, 1955, p. 684.

1 New York Times, November 19, 1955, p.
24,
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, January 26, 1956.
INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREEMENT SALES,
JANUARY 18-JANUARY 24, 1956, ToraL 848,000
BUSHELS

The United States Department of Agricul-
ture reported today that during the period
January 18, 1956 to January 24, 1956, inclu-
sive, the Commodity Credit Corporation con-
firmed sales of 848,000 bushels of wheat (in-
cluding wheat and wheat flour in terms of
wheat equivalent) under the International
Wheat Agreement against the 19565-1956-year
quotas.

The sales for the week included 157,940
hundredweight of flour (268,000 bushels in
wheat equivalent), and 480,000 bushels of
wheat. The importing country principally
involved in this week’s sales was Japan,

Cumulative sales by the United States
since the opening of quotas for the 1955-56
year on June 27, 1955, total 40,005,000 bush-
€ls. (See over). BSales by the United States
are through January 24, 1956, and in the case
of other exporting countries sales shown are
those recorded by the Wheat Council in Lon-
don through January 20, 1956.

The Department's report also included
status as of January 20, 1966 of 1955-56 quo-
tas assigned to territories of member coun-
tries (see below).

Status of terrilorial quotas, 1955-66, as of Jan. 20, 1956

programs in the absence of responsibility (1,000 bushels]
under the agreement.”
Few detalls have been released from the L Exporting countries—total sales
Geneva Conference of October-November,
: I i 1
but comments have not been without hope: Tiparkig sectitory ?;rp United | o000 Aus- Total Hlalangs
“The International Wheat Conference has States 81 tralia s
ended its meetings at Geneva in a way that
will please those who think that any type Belgium: Belgian Congo 1,102 093 109
of agreement is better than none, and dis- Netharlu.nds: o " -
appoint those who hoped that a more con-
structive scheme would emerge from sta- Surmnm 2o 166 9
bilizing world trade in wheat. The Confer- _A_'ngo!,n (PWA). 786 690 o6
ence was in favor, in principle, of a wheat g{ﬂl;\wﬂiﬁ 7 PR T SR e e {5‘,2 ﬁ %g
agreement, and it considered that a scheme .\'l'o:nm-.l-l‘it-liil:;_(_];ﬁi'l 61 487 174
gormlmese ?1{1{1‘13&. 3?: 10 16
*The Economist, November 26, 1055, p. 762. &t 'home and Prineipe.- | 8 b gt
8 New York Herald Tribune, October 20, Timor. . 33 5 25
1955, p. 11 (sec. 2).
°The Journal of Commerce, October 21,  ;gybject to remainder being within the unfulfilled guaranteed quantity of the
3 parent country.
1955, p. 4. 2 Less than 1,000 bushels,
TasLE I,—Wheat agreement sales, 19556-566
{1,000 bushels]
Exporting countries—cumulative sales
United
TImporting countries %ﬁgﬁg" States sales United States ? Balance
for week ! Australia? | Canada® | France? Total
Wheat Flour Total
Austria 9,186 934 934 8,252
Belgium 23, 883 4,430 B, B57 18, 326
Bolivia 4,042 1,534 2 508
Brazil 13, 228 216 13,012
08 ca
Cuba.... 7,422 (1 e 4,071 3,351
o e = - w| A
Ecuador - - 2, 388 7T, Y = e 2] 514 1,874
Egypt 14, 698 14, 698
El Balvador.. 735 123 530 205
germmy 5. éég 10, 642 1& % 36, g!wg
reace
Guatemala. 1,286 10 149 1137
Haiti 1,837 316 1,004 743
Honduras 735 20 210 525
Tnid 404 3 20 as4
o 41 sl
“ -
Ireland 10, 105 F R S T 3,537 ?,BE‘B
Tsrael 8, 267 724 802 | 875
Italy.. 3,674 2,604 1,070

1 United States sales
1 Bales confirmed by

net of adjustments) for week of
CC through Jan. 24, 1056

Jan. lsto.'lan 24, 1056,

# Sales recorded by Wheat Council through Jan. 20, 1956.
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Tasue L.—Wheat agreement sales, 1956-56—Continued v
[1,000 bushels]
} Exporting comntries—cumulative sales
Guaranteed] o, Umited
» Importing eountries purchases States sales United States 3 . Balance
Soc ek Australis | Cannda | France | ‘Total
Wheat Flour Total -

Japan 36, T44 437 (- ) P 19, 830 16, 914
Jordan.. ... ... R e ke 3 8 2, 936
Kores_ 1,470 1,470
banon. 2,756 16 407 107 2,349
Liberia. ...- 73 £ S el 17 21 52
Mexieo. - 14008 §-1 210 Et s TR L 2,353 12,345
...................................... 24, 802 47 1,026 2,347 4, 883 19,919
New Zealand. ... =2 e B o e TIERCTRIN I S i Re i, 4,221 1,658
Ni 268 5 e SRR 220 362 i
Norway 8, 451 14 [\74 867 4, Bi6 3,605
T R o 845 (1] 266 <367 3
Pern 7,319 g 20 20 7,320
iy = 754 57 1,350 >0 270 7o
Sandi Arabia i 4 409 23 265 26| 414
Spain___ oL 0,186 |__.......... T RS R 96 8 19)
£ 7,900 bl 3,048 | - 4,857
South Africa_ 13,228 1,045 6,085 7,143
T e R S R B DS BN 551 a21 a %0
Veneznela 246 10 45 2, 400 4,451 1, 765
Yugoslavi 3,674 2 3,674
Total 304, 058 848 33, 601 15, 404 49, 005 27,128 48, 082 363 124,678 |iconoiooie

Guaranteed quarrtities exporting ies ol 196, 5 45, 013 153,078 344 , 988 ..
Bal 147, BI8 17,885 104, 906 270,880 |- —coneenea

Tasre I.— Transactions in wheat and Slour recorded under International Wheat

TasLE IV.—Wheat acreage—Continued

Agreements 11,000 acres]
[Bushels, wheat equivilent] Rririen
1053 | 1054 | 1855
1st agreement 2d agreement llm 104540
Exporting countries
100-50 | 105051 | 106152 | 106268 | 105354 | 108455 | 19NAN  pomming coum-
A TRIES—continued
Anstralia_ . .c.onaas .| B0, 808,775 | 87,285, 430 | 71, 252, 167 673,052 | 27,777, 774 | 41,245,000 | 27,728, 000
Canada.__. 185, 447, 268|100, 683, 744 (241, 586, 122 1231, 078, 276 | 60, 594, 059 |109, 345, 000 | - as,mtm
France ... ...} 3,306,034 | 3 885 206 | 4, 085 001 | B3, 380,421 367, 437 d76, 000
United States of Ameriea_.}162, 560, 419 |248 920, 358 |255, 270, 563 rasl,m.ms 106, 152, 837 | 130, 486, 000 ﬁmm
L e mm.mlmm,m 672, 205, 753 %m,m,amr 225, 192, 107 1290, 450,000 | 124, 578, 000

Bource: World Wheat Btatistics, the Internath

ment of Agrigulture sources.
TABLE III.—Transactions inwheat and flour?

under the
Agreement

} Wheat C

Second International Wheat

[Bushels, wheat equivalent]

Importing country

Guaran-
teed pur-
chases 3

Dominlum Ropubllc R

Equador.. ..

Ef Balvados

Germany.

mmamShaBa
SSERERNRES

FeRS R
EERES

HEE

2.,
13

S5
2

23

prl 8 ponl
-
o

2238 3
HEEEETS

n 28 aa.:n?sm
EEIRPEEL

» N

FEFE] 2

B 2
B83583835353553888525382335835833¢83

3
£

1 Caleulated at actusl rate of extraction.

1 Bpecifically for year

1064-55.

Tasre HI—Transoctions in wheat ond flour
the Second International Wheat
Agreement—Continued

[Bushels, wheat equivalent}

under

il, Londen, April 1065; and various U, §. Depart-

COUNTRIES

Guaran-
Importing country 1953-54 1954-556 | teed pur-
chaoses
729, 7, 349, 000
8,708,000 8, 672, 000
2,047, 7, 340, 000
925,000| 2,572,000
1, 608, 000( 9, 184, 000
it 6,966, 100]  7,113,000( 7,900,000 structive.
Uninn of Sou:h
Fliy T T 7, 653, 000] 13, 228, 000
S o Hoal o540 o not koo
enerela. . ... - g ¥
Yugoslavia. ... 6000 367e000 9O ¥y
Total. ... ...- 200, 450, 000|308, 047, 000
TasLE IV.—Wheat acreage
11,000 acres]
Average
1063 | 1954 | 1055
1035-30{1945-40]
m m sl 603
455, 473
Egi 1'.“3 311 164
3,200
| 2,172 2, 581 2.:»40 2, 504

And now I would like to outline some
of the thinking that has gone on in my
own area. I feel that the wheat growers
out there have tried, diligently to be con-
Whether or not their pro-
gram can be made compatible, workable,
and successful with the soil-bank plan, I

Perhaps it can. At least

it is worthy of consideration—especially
if there are to be further merging of
ideas—and final compromise,

Obviously, the purpose of all produc-~
tion is consumption. The making avail-
able of supplies to every demand that
which is accessible and in some cases
that which may be discovered or created,
may find a new market for wheat. It is
when we come face to face with the defi-
nition of “production” that we see some
of the inequities in existing law and ex-
isting practices or regulations. The
world agricultural situation is always
like a kaleidoscope—ever changing. This
is of tremendous importance and while
I shall conclude with some references to
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additional observations on what might
be done to speedily improve the present
agricultural picture in America, I would
like to comment on my own particular
section of the United States.

The agricultural economy of the States
of Washington and Oregon particularly
is based on wheat. We are isolated in
peculiar ways from the rest of the United
States and, in fact, because of national
laws, from the world. In the north we
have Canada with her huge surpluses of
wheat and a country that is actually out-
selling us on many occasions in the ex-
port market. Canada, wheat-wise, is
desperate and has an aggressive export
program. Because of the peculiarity of
the loan rates on commodity credit loans,
we have to yield the southern, or so-
called California market, to the wheat
producing areas of southern Idaho and
northern Utah. And, of course, freight
rates exclude us almost entirely from
the eastern United States markets. We
are worried, out our way, about the wheat
situation—worried particularly because
so large a proportion of today’s surpluses
are in our area. The farmers in my area
are much in favor of the so-called do-
mestic parity plan. It is a very simple
plan. Certainly, it is worth a brief out-
lining here. It is entitled to our consid-
eration. It is not too far away from the
National Grange’s export debenture plan
of the late twenties and it does still fol-
low a lot of the general idea of those who,
being Americans, whether industrial or
agricultural, want a part in our great
domestic market—and yet being legally
free to compete abroad. It is predicated
on first determining what the wheat
grower could get for his wheat if he sold
it on the open market—sold it, that is,
for just what he could get for it.

In addition to the price received in the
market place, each wheat grower would
receive a certificate for part of his crop,
based on his average prcduction. The
Becretary of Agriculture would estimate
the value of the certificate during the
spring of the year. Let us say he esti-
mates the market price will be $1.50 a
bushel and that-a 100 percent of parity
is estimated at $§2. The value of the cer-
tificate that the farmer would receive
would be on that basis—50 cents a bush-
el. Certificates would then be issued
each wheat grower based on his average
yield for about one-half of his produc-
tion, this being the national percentage
of wheat used for human consumption.

Assuming that a farmer’s average pro-
duction was 1,000 bushels a year, he
would receive certificates on about 500
bushels which would return him 100 per-
cent of parity on half his erop. These
certificates would be negotiable and
could be cashed at any bank. The cer-
tificates could serve to some extent as
crop insurance because they would be
issued before harvest.

The certificates would come from a
revolving fund set up by the Secretary,
the money for this fund will come from
processors who will purchase certificates
on wheat they mill for human food in
the United States, The manufactured
product will thus carry the cost of the
program, in other words, parity from
the market place. The banker would
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honor the certificates presented to him
by the farmer and return them to the
Secretary’s office to be reimbursed.
Once the certificate has gone from the
Secretary to the farmer to the banker
and back to the Secretary, it would be
canceled.

The miller would purchase wheat on
the open market—recognizing gquality
wheat with normal price premiums—he
would purchase cerfificates from the
banker to cover the number of bushels of
wheat processed into food, the value of
the certificates being the same as that
paid the farmer. The money received
from the miller would be forwarded by
the banker to the Szcretary to be depos-
ited in a revolving fund and used to pay
for the certificates which had been dis-
tributed to the farmer. In this way the
plan is self-supporting, The miller
would not buy certificates to cover wheat
processed for export, feed, or industrial
uses. Farmers would be encouraged to
grow quality wheat. The miller could
sell competitively in the export market.

The grain buyer would buy the wheat
from the farmer at the market price.
Wheat would move freely into export and
feed channels. A loan would be estab-
lished at a level to protect the corn pro-
ducer from undue competition. The
market price would ordinarily be above
the loan price. The grain buyer and the
farmer would once again be in the busi-
ness of buying and selling wheat on the
basis of quality.

It is plain to me that we should be
feeding more wheat to our livestock and
a sizable portion of today’s surplus is
better adapted for that purpose. The
so-called domestic parity would allow its
use for that purpose.

As harvest approached last summer we
had a carryover of a little over a hillion
bushels and a crop of some 911 million
bushels. .

Today we use about 490 million bushels
for food, 100 million for feed, 80 million
for seed, and while exports vary, some
270 miilion bushels for various foreign
markets.

Simple arithmetic would seem to indi-
cate that, under present conditions, it
would take 15 years to eliminate the
present surplus. However, as I shall in-
dicate later, there are other factors—and
things the Congress can do if we can
agree—that will shorten the period.

The domestic parity plan would in-
crease the amount of wheat now being
fed to livestock by some 150 million bush-
els or a total of about 250 million. To-
day we feed some 4.5 billion bushels of
various grains such as corn, oats, sor-
ghums, barley, and rye, in addition to
the small fraction of wheat to livestock.
The proposal would make wheat about
31 percent of the total, as against the
80 percent of the total feed grains now
enjoyed by corn.

Farmers out my way feel that this is
not a serious threat to the corn farmer
and propose the establishment of a loan
rate that would preclude wheat from
demoralizing the feed-grain market.
Corn, of course, is highly essential to
livestock feeding and feeders in the Pa-
cific Northwest find themselves paying
as much as $14 a ton just for the freight
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to ship it in. We have not been a corn-
producing area—but its production, un-
der the circumstances is on the increase.

A similar provision was passed by this
House a couple of years ago but was
eliminated in conference. I believe it
should be seriously considered now since
it would certainly help to remove the
three great objections to price supports:

First. That they distort geography
and encourage the growing of commodi-
ties, especially grains, where they are
not best suited to be grown;

%econd. That they create surpluses;
an

Third. That they hold an umbrella
over the world market by making it more
dificult for us to compete on world
markets.

As you, my colleagues, know, I have
supported price supports. I concede that
a better program for our farm popula-
tion is possible—but not yet here. Until
that time, I shall have to oppose any pro-
gram that means a “double cut”’—that
is, as is inherent in the basic law of
1938, a cut in acreage—and, as under
flexibles, a cut in price, at one and the
same time. Believe me, our wheat folks
out our way would welcome a better pro-
gram than the one we have. We have,
as I have indicated, suggested one. We
have really tried. We need your help
now.

Domestie parity would at least favor
the sale of wheat for what it is worth,
within limits, for the purpose at hand
both 'at home and abroad.

It would also change the base for sup-
port from acres to bushels—a contention
held by many as the only safe basis.

Certain it is, if consumption is the sole
purpose of production, that we should
be free to feed more wheat, on the small
farms as proposed by H. R. 8751 or by
a proposal such as the domestic parity
plan, or as an alternative, authority to
channel 200 million bushels into feed
channels for whatever price it will bring.

We are today moving on many hbold
fronts to help the American farmer out
of the cul-de-sac that he is in. He needs
our help and our speedy action based
on our best judzment.

I think the soil-bank idea is sound—
both the acreage and the conservation
reserve and I suggest that benefits will
accrue much faster than the doubters
think. However, even though it may be
expected to operate on a voluntary basis;
it should be, in some way, broadly ap-
plied. Manifestly, it would be unfair
for just one commodity to do all of the
cooperating.

I feel, however, that the acreage-re-
serve program should be written with
great care since we have, since 1948, seen
foreign acres increase while our incen-
tive surpluses have piled up at home.
We have belatedly had to invoke the
acreage-restriction penalties inherent in
the basic law of 1938. Other nations
have not, by established law, cut acre-
ages as we have. Care should be used
also so as not to penalize fagmers who
have already started growing grass or
who historically use summer fallow.
Certainly they should not be hurt.
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I agree that our surplus-disposal pro-
gram under Public Law 480 presents diffi-
culties. Its intent was and is good—
to feed the hungry who cannot afford
to buy our foodstuffs.

The job of Agricultural Surplus Dis-
posal Administrator, as proposed in
President Eisenhower’s message is and
should be a full-time job—to sell, to
barter for strategic materials or to do-
nate wherever there is want and no
funds.

It presents difficulties—but it can suc-
ceed.

The strengthening of commodity pro-
grams as outlined by the President has
many ideas to commend it. It is here
that the conferees—and the coming farm
program will be written in conference—
will no doubt find their greatest areas
of debate. Youand I can only wish them
all knowledge and all foresight.

‘The President has suggested two
points that can help the family-size farm
and the small or part-time farmer. Cer-
tainly we can agree on some sort of dol-
lar limit and to a program to aid the low-
income farmer. We can also expand the
scope of the Farmers’ Home Administra-
tion in this field.

The Great Plains program, research
and realistic credit policies, all of these
should help.

I repeat, the farm problem is every-
body’s problem. It was everybody's
business to win the war. Our agricul-
ture helped to do just that. Our agri-
culture also helped to put the devastated
areas and their people back on their feet
after the war. That, too, was every-
body’s business: as  America’s heart
. poured out through UNRRA, ECA, the
Marshall plan and point 4. That work
is now done. Today I insist that it is
everybody’s business to protect the free
farmers of America and to work for their
continued, even their renewed freedom.
That, again, is in my mind, everybody’s
business. Can we not get going?

I, for one, want to assist all that I can
in its speedy solution.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HORAN. 1yield to the gentleman
with pleasure.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The
gentleman is too modest in his very
recent statement. I believe if any Mem-
ber of Congress was responsible for call-
ing to the attention of the Congress and
of our subcommittee the need for re-
instating a strong Foreign Agricultural
Service that gentleman was WaLT HoRraN,
of Washington.

Mr. HORAN. I thank the gentleman.
May I say right here that this was a
matter of cooperation, it was a meeting
of minds on this problem. I know that
out subcommittee planned a trip in 1953
to visit the embassies and see what
needed to be done to make stronger our
forces in the foreign field for agriculture,
It may have been a little late, but we did
that. I made a similar trip and reported
when I came back to my subcommittee,
‘That report was very widely read. As
a matter of fact, I had to mimeograph
it twice inemy office and distributed over
& thousand copies. It was also repro-
duced in trade magazines. Other mem-
bers of the Committee on Agriculture of
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the House did the same thing. As a re-
sult, by joint action we restored the
Office of Foreign Agricultural Service to
the Department of Agriculture. We did
that when President Eisenhower signed
the bill in August 1954, but we took the
word “Office” out of it because we wanted
a Foreign Agricultural Service. We also
returned the attachés to the Secretary of
Agriculture because we felt if you are
going to hold any Secretary, I do not
care from which party he comes, respon-
sible for the things at home, he should
have all the tools in his hand to work
with when it concerns conditions abroad,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HORAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. What caused the for-
eign production to increase was the for-
eign WPA program, was it not?

Mr. HORAN, Well, the gentleman
has a point.

Mr. GROSS. And we are about to
build a dam that will increase the cotton
production down in Egypt.

Mr. HORAN, The gentleman has a
point,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, does the gentleman
have any charts or figures on the imports
of agricultural products?

Mr. HORAN. The gentleman will
find some in that booklet, if he will read
it.

Mr. GROSS. Of course, the gentle-
man knows that dollarwise our imports
during the last fiscal year exceeded our
exports by nearly $1 billion.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HORAN. I yield.

Mr. WHITTEN. I hesitate to inter-
rupt the gentleman while he is making
his fine presenation, but I would like
the record to show, and the member-
ship to know, that we appreciate the
very fine work our most able colleague
has done for years on our committee
and in the Congress. He and I have
differed sometimes on the means as to
how to reach an objective, but we have
never failed to have the same objectives
of sound agricultural programs during
all the years we have worked together.
I wish to commend the gentleman for
the painstaking effort he has given to
the study and preparation of his pres-
entation he has made here today. As
most of you know, during the years we
have stood shoulder to shoulder on the
House floor to protect agriculture’s
proper place in our economy and I an-
ticipate we will continue to do so. I
congratulate the gentleman, and appre-
ciate very much his efforts.

Mr, HORAN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HARRISON of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HORAN. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON of Nebraska. Those
countries are not in the International
Wheat Agreement?

Mr. HORAN. Argenting isnot. Can-
ada and ourselves are the biggest part
of the agreement, as exporters. Aus-
tralia and France are also classed as
exporters. The members of the Soviet
bloc are not members of the IWA.
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Mr. HARRISON of Nebraska. Aus-
tralia is not in either?

Mr, HORAN. Oh, yes. It was a very
interesting experience. We met at the
Church House in London, which is really
a part of Westminster Abbey, and we sat
right down in the well, just like it is here.
We sat here, France sat there, Canada
over here, and Australia over there; four
exporters, although France only exports
about 7 million bushels of wheat, or did
at that time. So they are not too im-
portant, as exporters of wheat.

Mr. KEATING. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HORAN. Iyield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. KEATING. I rise with consider-
able deference to the gentleman’s greater
knowledge about this whole agricultural
picture, it is so much greater than mine,

There is very little wheat grown in the
area from which I come, although there
is some. What is the background of the
law which provides that if a fellow
raises wheat for his own consumption to
feed to his own livestock he shall be
subjected to a fine if he raises more than
the permitted amount?

Mr. HORAN. I have already touched
on that. I have urged support of Mrs,
ST. GEORGE’s bill which would allow that
feeding. If a producer has a marketing
quota and if he should exceed -that
amount and feed it on his property he is
liable to a penalty under existing law.

Mr. KEATING. It just seems to me—
I do not like to use the word “un-Ameri-
can” because I think it is thrown around
too loosely—but it seems so contrary to

. what the gentleman and I have been .

taught and have been brought up to be-
lieve. in this great country, that a fel-
low is going to be stopped from raising
enough to feed his own stock, and on top
of that is going to be subjected to a fine
by his Government. I have had 2 or 3
instances where the farmers were
aroused and I share their resentment.

Mr. HORAN. The law should be
changed and I hope it is changed tomor-
row because the law is not right.

Mr. KEATING. I will be happy to
support such a change.

Mr. HORAN. So will I. I want to say
that the domestic parity program, which
is endorsed by practically all wheat-
growers out my way, puts allotments on
a bushel and not on an acreage base.
That is another thing that should be
considered if we are going to have Gov-
ernment controls, price supports, and
that sort of thing.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle—
man from Mississippi.

Mr, WHITTEN. May I say that I cer-
tainly do not differ with my friend or
with the gentleman from New York.
May I say that this law as it now exists
has had bipartisan support through the
yvears. There is a little more back-
ground, however, than indicated, and
that is the producers of wheat and the
other commodities have voted these lim=
itations on themselves in order thereby
to get the support prices. If you give
high prices on the basis of limiting pro-
duction, and if you let the commodity
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be used for different purposes or domes-
tically at reduced prices, then you will
upset the whole program and add tre-
mendously to costs. I am not differing
with the gentleman’s approach to it, but
there was a little more basis for the
present condition than appears on the
surface.

In reference to price supports on so
many bushels, pounds, or bales, many
farmers believe they are in favor of
that. We have mistakenly tried to regu-
late world production by regulating the
American farmers. The farmer prefers
to cut down production acreagewise be-
cause by the use of fertilizer he produces
the same or more. The average farmer
knows he can have less acres and pro-
duce the same amount. He sees he can
have controls without controls. What
many farmers fail to realize each time
he produces more on less acreage he cuts
his acreage for the next year.

Mr. HORAN. Our wheat crop has
only been reduced about § percent.

Mr. WHITTEN. In cotton practically
none. So we will have to consider the
proposition of having a control program
which will work and prevent our farmers
from constantly increasing his overhead
and reducing his acreage still further for
the next year with still increasing costs.
Of course, as the gentleman knows, I am
fully convinced we must keep United
States commodities offered in world mar-
kets at competitive prices, if any pro-
gram is to work.

Mr. KEATING. In reply to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi, may I say that
the farmers in my area voted down this
limitation on production. Are they
governed by the vote throughout the
country?

Mr. WHITTEN. If they are in a com~
mercial area, yes. I am not familiar
enough with the situation to know as
to the designation of the gentleman’s
territory. The law requires—I think it
is a three-fourths vote. It is a tre-
mendously large percentage, at any rate,
You have individuals who vote against
it, but they have to ride with the ma-
jority. That is the democratic way of
doing things. I am not familiar with
whether the gentleman’s area is in a
commercial area or not.

Mr. HORAN, I will say this: It has
been recommended by the Secretary of
(Agrieulture that the number of non-
commercial areas be increased, and that
in itself needs consideration and needs
sincere thought.

Mr. EEATING. To establish this as
& noncommercial area would solve the
problem?

Mr. HORAN. That is right.

Mr. EEATING. I am interested in
this problem, and I am anxious to have
the help of everyone I can on it.

Mr. HORAN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman
“from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. I don't know that
I stressed the advantage of getting to a
pound, bushel, or bale type of support.
The average farmer feels that he wants
controls by acreage, because by adding
fertilizer and other things he can defeat
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the acreage reduction by producing more
from the reduced acreage, but he is kid-
ding himself, because as he defeats it
one year the next year he has the acre-
age cut still further and he has to buy
more fertilizer and other things to offset
it. So you have a constant cutting back
of acreage and an increase in overhead,
but perhaps not any reduction in pro-
duction, and acreage is moved each year
from my bill section to the Mississippi
Delta and even more from the Delta to
other States.

Mr. HORAN. That is very true.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HORAN. Iyield tothe gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. HOEVEN. First of all, I want to
commend the gentleman for a very
splendid and factual presentation of the
world's agricultural situation. In view
of the fact that the gentleman is a mem-
ber of the Agriculture Appropriations
Subcommittee, I do hope that his sub-
committee will carefully review the pres-
ent status of our agricultural attachés.
They were set up by the Congress to be
salesmen for American agriculture com-
modities in foreign countries. That cer-
tainly was the intent of the Congress.
It was my privilege last November to
travel with the Subcommittee on For-
eign Operations of the Committee on
Agriculture in South America, where we
conferred with all of the agricultural
ministers and all of our agricultural at-
tachés in the respective countries we
visited.

Although the agricultural attachés in
their new assignments have not been
functioning very long, it is my impres-
sion that they are doing a pretty good
job. I am not quite sure, however that
these attachés are free agents as the
Congress intended them to be; I am
afraid that in many instances, they are
still under the domination of the State
Department.

I think we should insist that they
be the agents of the Department of Agri-
culture whose job it is to sell American
surplus commodities and to find markets
for American farm products in general.

Mr. HORAN. May I reply to that? I
think the gentleman will be happy to
read our hearings, because, without ex-
ception, the members of our subcommit-
tee on both sides of the aisle express
that same fear. We inquired as to their
office space, their subsistence allowances,
and so forth. And we particularly made
this point, that they are there to serve
the American farmer. There may come
a time when they have to stand on their
own two feet in that embassy in order
to do that. We want them to carry dig-
nity at all times, but we want to be sure
that they are not treated as second-class
citizens in any of our embassies in the
world.

This is my view of an embassy—and
I may be wrong—that it should reflect
the Cabinet of the United States. Cer-

‘tainly the Ambassador is the top man.

Someone should be boss and represent
the President. Certainly the attachés
should represent the various depart-

‘ments of our American Government

which has rightful business abroad.

this time.

2471

They should be attached from the De-
partment of Agriculture, or the Depart-
ment of Commerce, or what have you, to
the embassy. They should be under the
command of the Ambassador who repre-
sents, and is appointed by the President.
But other than that they should be able
to stand on their own two feet and de-
fend the cause and the purpose of the
Department from which they came.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle-
man. 3

Mr. HOEVEN. Just where would the
gentleman draw the line? An agricul-
tural attaché, the gentleman says, is un-
der the supervision of the Ambassador
who represents the State Department;
and that is true. But is the agricultural
attaché required to do everything in con-
formity with the program of the State
Department? If so, he cannot possibly
be the free agent the Congress intended
him to be.

Mr. HORAN. No; to me it means that
the door of the Ambassador's office is al-
ways open to the representative of, in
this case, Mr. Benson, the Secretary of
the Department of Agriculture. If some-
thing arises that needs solution it is up
to the Secretary of Agriculture to work
it out here at our home base.

Mr. HOEVEN. The only point I want
to make is that the intent of Congress
should be carried out.

Mr. HORAN. That is right.

Mr. HOEVEN. And the committees
of Congress should see to it that such
intent is carried out.

Mr., HORAN. I think the gentleman
and I are agreed upon this.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include a study of
the International Wheat Agreement pre-
pared by Dr. John Kerr Rose, of the
Legislative Reference Service, and also
to include certain tables.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

ELECTRIC POWER FOR CAPITOL
HILL

The SPEAEER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. Bamey] is recognized for
15 minutes.

Mr. BAILEY., Mr. Speaker, following
the introduction of H, R. 9076 by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr, CoLE] on Monday of this week, two
Washington newspapers gave front-page
attention to the proposal. For the rec-
ord, I believe that a few facts about the
potential cost factor involved should be
made clear at this time.

H. R. 9076 bears the title: “A bill au-
thorizing surveys and studies bearing
upon the possible use of atomic energy
for utilities service requirements of
buildings and grounds under the Archi-
tect of the Capitol, and for other pur-
poses.”

I want it understood, Mr. Speaker, that
T am not presuming to oppose the bill at
It has been referred to the
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Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and
will not necessarily go very far under its
own power. I merely wish to correct
some of the implications which the pro-
posal has produced. Most readers of the
Evening Star and the Washington Post
and Times Herald quite likely were im-
pressed with the possibility of setting up
an atomic power plant in Washington—
at least H. R. 9076 was given such promi-
nent space that an uninformed person
would assume that there is apparently
some practical basis for suggesting such
a project.

In my mind there are two ways of look-
ing at this proposal. First, I question
whether Members of Congress are de-
serving of an electrical service that
would cost the taxpayers anywhere from
eight times to infinity the price we are
now paying for electricity.

On the other hand, is there any rea-
son why Members of Congress and the
citizens of Washington should be sub-
jected to the risk involved in setting up
an atomic reactor in this area? Of
course, I realize that the matter of where
the powerplant would be established is
something that the proposed survey
would eventually determine; but the fact
remains that if the plant site is suffi-
ciently distant from the Nation's Capitol
to protect us from the fallout that would
occur in the event of an accident, then
you are going to have your plant so far
from Capitol Hill that the whole intent
of the project will be dissipated.

To me H. R. 9076, regardless of wheth-
er Congress or even the Joint Committee
takes any action on it, provides encour-
agement and ammunition for the Atomic
Energy Commission to continue to shoot
the works with taxpayers’ money in an
attempt to develop a source of energy
which is not now needed and which may
become obsolete before conventional
sources of power are exhausted. At the
present time the Potomac Electric Power
Co. is generating electricity through
coal-fired boilers. The cost per Kkilo-
watt-hour is 6 mills.

Is anyone so unconcerned about the
Federal budget as to recommend that the
Capitol buildings convert to an electricity
that is going to cost at least 52 mills per
kilowatt-hour? I use this figure because
a spokesman for the Atomic Energy
Commission recently admitted that it is
the expected cost of the power that will
be generated at the atomic plant in Ship-
pingport, Pa., where the Government has
gone to great expense to set up a demon-
stration reactor. Actually no one knows
how great an amount will ultimately be
shown on the price tag.

The submarine Nautilus is testimony
that our scientists and engineers are able
to harness the power of the atom for per-
haps any job they may wish to assign it.
Congress has provided the funds for the
development of this and other atomic-
powered vessels, and we will not be re-
luctant to make whatever other appro-
priations are necessary in the defense of
our country. But the Nautilus also
makes it possible for us to realize what
vast expenditures are necessary for the
construction and operation of atom
powerplants, and from this project Con-
gress should take a lesson so that we
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will not go overboard on the uneconomic
application of fissionable materials.

On page 241 of the Background Mate-
rial for the Report of the Panel on the
Impact of the Peaceful Uses of Atomiec
Energy, there is shown these questions
which were submitted by the panel and
answered by Rear Admiral Rickover:

Question A, What would be the cost per
shaft horsepower for a nuclear-propelled
vessel as compared with one propelled by
conventional power? (Both capital cost and
operating cost?)

1. Capital costs: A replacement Nautilus
powerplant will cost about $18 million. The
cost of an oll-fired plant of equivalent horse-
power is about #$2,500,000. Therefore, the
capital cost of the only presently operating
shipboard nuclear-propulsion plant is about
seven times the cost of an oll-fired plant of
equivalent horsepower.

The machinery plant cost of a conventional
ship varies, depending on the type of ship,
between 15 and 30 percent of the total ship
cost. Multiplying the cost of the power-
plant of a given vessel by 7 would increase
the vessel cost by a factor of 2 to 3.

2. Operating costs (exclusive of fuel costs) :
The complexity of a nuclear powerplant re-
quires more and better trained personnel for
operation, maintenance, and repair than a
conventional plant. It 1s conservatively
estimated that the total wages for engineer-
ing personnel and the cost of repair and
maintenance would increase by a factor of
two.

Question B. What would be the fuel cost

for a nuclear-propelled commercial vessel

compared with one propelled by conventional
power, assuming vessels of equal cargo-carry-
ing capacity and similar types of cargo and
travel at similar speeds?

The fissionable material consumed by the
nuclear plant represents but a small part
of the nuclear fuel cost. When fabrication,
reprocessing, and handling are included, nu-
clear fuel cost increases many times. The
fuel cost computed in this manner for the
Nautilus is about 50 times the cost of fuel
oil for equal shaft power generation. Tech-
nology, not yet proven, is expected to lower
nuclear fuel cost for reactors of this type to
16 or 20 times fuel oll cost within 5 years.
Because of the extreme care In fabrication,
and the special materials required to insure
that radioactive fisslon products do not
escape from the nuclear fuel elements, it is
unlikely that nuclear fuel cost will compete
with that of fuel oil for many years. Even
if the nuclear core were supplied at no cost,
it would still cost more to operate the ship
than with conventional fuel.

Question C. Are there any types of ships
essentially uneconomic for conventional pro-
pulsion which nuelear propulsion might put
into competitive commercial trade?

Since a nuclear powerplant will increase
operating and capital costs, it does not seem
possible that nuclear power will place into
competitive commercial trade any type ship
which is uneconomic for conventional pro-
pulsion.

To get back to the atomic energy
service for Capitol Hill, I think it impor-
tant that we have a general understand-
ing about the availability of coal sup-
plies for the Potomac Electric Power Co.
Once this picture is firmly established,
Congress is not going to be impressed by
any talk about the need for expediting
development of commercial atomic-
power plants.

Where Pepco obtains its coal may vary

from time to time, but ordinarily it

would move in from West Virginia, Vir-
ginia, and Pennsylvania. The recover-
able reserves of bituminous coal in
West Virginia and in excess of 50 billion

February 9

tons. Pennsylvania has approximately
30 bhillion tons of minable reserves,
and Virginia more than 10 million
tons. Add to these the 334 billion
tons of minable coal in Maryland—most
of whose mines are currently inactive
because they were put out of business
largely through forced competition with
residual oil imports—and you will find
that these four States contain enough
minable coal to last for more than three
centuries at current rates of production.
Under the circumstances, is there any
justification for an attempt to rush, at
the taxpayers’ expense, the development
of a new fuel to replace this source which
has served so economically over the
years? If the proposal to supply Capi=
tol Hill with atomic-generated electricity
ever becomes law, I do not know whether
the plan would be extended to other
Government buildings; I do know that
Congress should make certain that there
is adequate power to run the money
presses night and day at the Bureau of
Engraving and Printing if we are going
to pay for such an expensive service.
What happens to H. R. 9076 is of no
concern at this time; what should be
prevented is its use as a springboard for
advocates of excessive waste of public
funds in atomic power experimentation,

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AMEND-
MENT IN OUR IMMIGRATION
LAWS

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-

der of the House, the gentleman from:

New York [Mr. KeaTiNGg] is recognized
for 15 minutes. :

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include an analysis
of certain legislation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, my pur-
pose in asking for time to address the
House is to discuss briefly four bills—
H. R. 9180, H. R. 9181, H. R. 9182, and
H. R. 9183—introduced yesterday to
carry out President Eisenhower’s recom-
mendations for amendment in our immi-
gration laws.

At this juncture of world affairs, when
the people of this Nation should be firmly
united, we are assailed from time to
time by demagoguery and impassioned
heroics on public platforms and in the
press that would seek to divide us and
set one race, or sect, or creed against the
other. And one of the most often used
sounding boards for charges of prejudice

and bigotry, either rightly or wrongly,

has been the immigration system of the
United States. Of course, I do not ques-
tion the motives, patriotism, or sincerity
of any single one of my colleagues in
this body. I refer merely to the known
fact that frequently their remarks are
seized upon by dangerous and subver-
sive elements here and abroad and
twisted about for their nefarious pur-
poses.

The public interest, Mr. Speaker, or if
you will, the enlightened self-interest of
this great Nation, demands that we
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throw the lie in the teeth of those ele-
ments. We must demonstrate the ever-
present willingness of the United States
to eliminate from our laws any possible
grounds for charges of discrimination
and unfairness as soon as the circum-
stances so require, This country has
arrived at that point in our mnational
development where reconsideration of
the immigration laws has become a ne-
cessity. This is not in derogation of the
attitude or work of those Members of
this body which resulted in the enact-
ment in 1952 of the present immigration
code. On the contrary, Mr. Speaker, I
say that the time has come for progress
or else this country will be left behind
in the present world eonflict, cold though
it may be.

The President of the United States
has recommended changes in the immi-
gration and naturalization laws, and, be-
lieving they are worthy of our imme-
diate study in detail, I have introduced
four separate bills with the request that
each be considered on its individual
merits.

The first bill would revise the present
basic quota system, The total amount
of the quota would be increased from
154,657 to 219,461 by use of a formula
of one-seventh of 1 percent of the total
population of the United States accord-
ing to the 1950 census. The so-called
minimum quota areas would have their
quotas increased from 100 to 200, and
it is proposed that subquotas of colonies
shall be increased from a maximum of
100 to 200. Each quota area would first
receive its present quota. The incre-
ment resulting from use of the 1950 cen-
sus as a basis for computation would be
distributed among the various quota
areas, in proportion to the amount of
immigration therefrom during the 30
years between 1924 to 1955. Five thou-
sand numbers would be reserved, how-
ever, for assignment to skilled special-
ists whose services are needed in the
United States without regard to their
national origin or country of birth.

Mr. Speaker, this system constitutes
a departure from the national-origins
system because distribution of the in-
crease in the quota is weighted by the
fact that during that 30-year period
there was much immigration wholly un-
related to national origins or the na-
tional-origins system, such as the great
numbers of nonquota immigrants, and
aliens who came here under the Dis-
placed Persons Act of 1948 and the Ref-
ugee Relief Act of 1953.

Under the present law unused quota
numbers, and I understand that perhaps
as many as one-third are unused, are
completely wiped out. This unfortu-
nate result would be eliminated by this
bill, which would permit the assignment
of unused quota numbers annually to
four regional quota pools, Europe, Asia,
Africa, and Oceania. Regardless of the
particular country of birth within the
region, eligible aliens would be able to
receive these quota numbers, but only
if they are of the classes entitled to a
preference status under the law by rea-
son of their skills, or close relationship
to citizens or resident aliens.

One important feature of this bill is
the elimination of the so-called mort-
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gage upon the several quotas resulting
from the Displaced Persons Act and some
special “sheepherder” laws.

I concur in the view of the President
that computation and distribution of
quota numbers, generally, is a matter for
the legislature—in accordance with the
provisions of this bill—and not the
province of an administrative commis-
sion or body.

The second bill, Mr. Speaker, is de-
signed to eradicate the burdens placed
upon the members of the Committee of
the Judiciary, all the other Members of
this body, and the President of the
United States, resulting from the intro-
duction and necessary consideration of
overwhelming numbers of private relief
immigration bills. That subject now ap-
proaches a national calamity, disguised
though it may be, because of the time
and energy it robs, when we and the
President should be devoting our atten-
tion to other, more pressing matters of
national importance. Adjustment of the
immigration status of aliens, and the
granting of exceptions from the ordinary
standards laid down in the immigration
laws should be a function of an admin-
istrative officer except in the most
unusual circumstances. This bill pro-
poses to vest the Attorney General with
discretionary authority to admit to the
United States, upon recommendation by
the State Department, regardless of the
grounds of excludability—other than
subversive grounds—United States sol-
diers or war veterans, religious function-
aries, or aliens having close citizen rela-
tives. Similarly, he would have power
to adjust the status of aliens already
here if they are within the same cate-
gories. The total ceiling would be 5,000
per annum of cases which could be dis-
posed of in this manner.

The third bill, Mr. Speaker, makes a
number of technical changes, in addi-
tion to substantive revisions, which I be-
lieve are of great benefit not only to
aliens but also to the national welfare.
Among those, this bill would permit the
Attorney General and the Secretary of
State to waive the requirement of finger-
printing for nonimmigrant aliens.
Transit through the United States of
aliens from one foreign country to an-
other would be facilitated, with proper
safeguards permitted to be established
by the Attorney General. Changes
would be made in respect to the proce-
dure for exclusion hearings and for the
institution of deportation proceedings.
The Attorney General would be vested
with authority to relieve from deporta-
tion certain worthy refugees in this
country who, to avoid forcible repatria-
tion behind the Iron Curtain, misrepre-
sented their identities and nationalities
when applying for visas under the Dis-
placed Persons Act.

A discriminatory provision in the law
relating to the immigration of Asian
spouses under the quota of an accom-
panying non-Asian spouse would be de-
leted. Special naturalization benefits
would be provided for soldiers and vet-
erans of our Armed Forces; extension of
reentry permits would be authorized for
close relatives of our soldiers abroad.
Expeditious naturalization would be pro-
vided for adopted children of soldiers
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and other American citizens required to
go abroad in the performance of their
duties.

Certain illegitimate and adopted chil-
dren would be granted an immigration
status under the law, an additional
measuse to prevent the separation of
families. The requirement would be
eliminated that an alien specify his race
and ethnic classification in his visa ap-
plication, and two technical and un-
necessary grounds for exclusion from the
United States would be eliminated. De-
portation provisions relating to narcotic-
law violators would be strengthened by
this bill to remove any possible doubt
as to their deportability, and provisions
relating to exclusion of aliens convicted
of minor offenses would be clarified. An
important change would be made in the
distribution of the quota by giving the
fourth preference category a known per-
centage, that is 10 percent, of the total
quota instead of the unknown number
called for by the present law.

It is intended that these proposals, so
briefly summarized, and the others con-
tained in this bill should benefit the
country as a whole. They would improve
administration of the law and serve
greatly to alleviate some of the more
stringent requirements of the existing
law. At the conclusion of these re-
marks I shall insert a more detailed de-
scription of the provisions of this bill.

While we are properly concerned with
the interests of the alien, our primary
duty is, of course, to the United States
itself. One of the greatest problems that
has faced this country is the matter
of abuse of the judicial process, not only
with respect to the multiplicity of re-
views of criminal convictions, but also
the use of judicial proceedings by de-
portable aliens for the purpose of delay-
ing or defeating the proper application
to them of the laws. Let it not be
thought that I would advocate any meas-
ure which would deny to any person
access to our courts. On the contrary,
I heartily support the proposition that
persons affected by administrative deci-
sions under the immigration laws
should have access to judicial review.
But somewhere that review must come
to an end. Somewhere the Government
must be able to find itself in a position
to enforce the law if right and justice so
require.

Whereas, under ancient practice, ha-
beas corpus was the sole means for re-
view of deportation orders, aliens now
have access to various forms of court
proceedings. Deportation may be de-
layed for years while the alien racketeer
sojourns peacefully among us, pending
the outcome of judicial procedings in-
stituted for mo other purpose than to
protract his stay.

This bill would establish a single uni-
form method of judicial review of de-
portation orders. The procedure would
be expeditious and convenient for the
alien as well as for the Government.
Frivolous and repititious court actions
would be eliminated to the fullest extent.
Review of an exclusion order would be
restricted to habeas corpus, a procedure
which has traditionally been found en-
tirely satisfactory. I hope that this bill
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will be enacted so that the judicial proc-
ess will no longer be available as a weap-
on to defeat the will of Congress as ex-
pressed in the immigration laws.

The President of the United States
has on several occasions requested con-
sideration and revision of the immigra-
tion laws. I am of the view that the
welfare of this country demands that
we answer his requests with the enact-
ment of appropriate legislation along
the lines he has recommended.
EXPLORATORY BSTATEMENT RELATING TO H. E.

9181 TO AMEND THE IMMIGRATION AND NA-
- TIONALITY ACT, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

A discussion of each of the provisions
of this bill recommending changes to
be made in the Immieration and Na-
tionality Act of 1952, is set forth below.

BECTION 1

Existing law requires that certain
aliens who have been excluded or de-
ported from the United States may not
reapply for admission unless the At-
torney General first grants permission
1o do so. This is an unnecessary and
expensive complication in our immigra-
tion procedures and should be eliminated
since there are now ample safeguards
in the law against the readmission of
ungualified aliens. Particularly is this
true when consideration is given to
the documentary requirements in the
statute which contemplate a preliminary
screening by a consular officer before the
alien receives a travel document. Allied
provisions in the statute require prose-
cution of aliens who have returned to
this country without having obtained
the necessary permission from the At-
torney General. Section 1 of the pro-
posal would provide for repeal of these
reguirements.

SECTION 2
- The act contains provisions permitting
the Attorney General and the Secretary
of State to waive the requirement of
travel documents in certain instances
on behalf of nonimmigrant aliens. The
exercise of this power in individual emer-
gency cases is now limited fo those which
are “unforeseen.” The gquoted word is
unnecessarily restrictive and should be
eliminated. The provisions of section 2
of the proposal would effect this desir-
able change.

BECTION 8

Aliens coming to the mainland from
Alaska and Hawaii are presently re-
quired to undergo the same inspection
and are subject to the same grounds of
exclusion applicable generally to aliens
coming from foreign countries. Inas-
much as aliens entering Alaska and
Hawaii from foreign countries are
subject to all of the provisions of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, this
requirement is believed to be unneces-
sary. Moreover, it causes added ex-
pense to the Government and occasions
delay and inconvenience in travel. The
necessary amendment is provided in
section 3 of the bill.

SECTION 4
The law now requires that all aliens
applying for visas must be fingerprinted,
and that every alien admitted without a
visa who is here for 30 days or more
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must be fingerprinted.: This require-
ment is regarded as objectionable by
many persons abroad, and is an obstacle
to travel and the free exchange of ideas
and cultures. Moreover, experience has
not shown that insofar as temporary
visitors are concerned fingerprinting has
contributed materially to the national
safety and security. Accordingly, au-
thority should be given to the Secretary
of State to promulgate regulations
walving fingerprinting of nonimmigrant
aliens applying for visas. Similar auth-
ority should be conferred upon the At-
torney General to prescribe rules waiving
fingerprinting of nonimmigrant aliens
already in the United States. Section 4
of the proposal would accomplish these
purposes.
BECTION 5

In prescribing the procedures for the
conduct of hearings before special in-
quiry officers of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service, to determine eli-
gibility of persons to enter the United
States—so-called exclusion hearings—
existing law provides that such hearings
shall be conducted by a special inquiry
officer. The law does not
provide for the assignment of an addi-
tional officer to present evidence at such
hearings. In regard to deportation pro-
ceedings the existing statute provides
for the assignment of an additional offi-
cer to present the Government's case.
In order to remove any doubt as to the
authority of the Attorney General to as-
sign an additional officer to perform the
prosecutive functions in exclusion cases,
in his discretion, where he deems such
procedure to be desirable in particular
cases, express statutory authority should
be provided. Section 5 of the proposal
would remove any doubt as to the au-
thority of the Attorney General to make
such- assignments of exemining officers
in exclusion cases.

SECTION 6

There has been a tremendous increase
in air and surface travel throughout the
world and many aliens traveling from
one foreign country to another find it
necessary to pass through the United
States. Under contracts authorized to
be entered into between the Attorney
General and operators of transportation
lines such aliens may be exempted from
certain documentary requirements of the
Immigration and Nationality Act. How=-
ever, they must undergo the examina-
tion and inspection required of aliens
generally, resulting in some instances in
their exclusion or deportation. The en-
forcement of this requirement has re-
sulted in severe hardship as well as loss
of good will and unnecessary expense to
both the Government and the operators
of transportation lines where the aliens
would otherwise pass through this coun-
try in direct transit. To alleviate this
unfortunate situation authority should
be vested in the Attorney General to dis-
pense in his discretion with this require-
ment in individual cases. Section 6 of
the proposal would accomplish this pur-
pose. The guaranties entered into by
the Attorney General with the aliens and
the operators of transportation lines, it
is believed, would provide ample safe-
guards.
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BECTION T

This section would amend section 241
(a) (1) of the act so as to authorize the
Attorney General, in his discretion, to
grant relief from deportation to certain
refugees admitted under the Displaced
Persons Act of 1948, 'Section 241 (a) of
the act makes mandatory the deporta-
tion of persons who gained admission by
means of fraudulently obtained visas.
There is a substantial number of refugees
in the country who obtained visas by
using false identities in order to avoid
being forcibly repatriated behind the
Iron Curtain. Under the present law
their deportation is mandatory, and this
section would authorize the Attorney
General to grant relief to the alien if
the misrepresentation was made to avoid
repatriation to his homeland where he
would be persecuted and not for the pur-
pose either of evading the quota restric-
tions or preventing the investigation of
his background.

SECTION 8

This section would provide that depor-
tation proceedings may be instituted oth-

erwise than by a warrant of arrest. Un-

der a practice of long standing, deporta-
tion proceedings have been instituted by
a physical arrest of the respondent.
Such action has been regarded on occa-
sions as being unduly harsh, particularly
when the alien is a child of tender years,
or is of advanced age, or for some other
reason is not likely to abscond. Al-
though section 242 (b) of the present
law prescribes the deportation hearing
procedure, it does not specify the manner
in which such proceedings must be ini-
tiated. The Department of Justice has
recently adopted the practice of com-
mencing a deportation proceeding with
an order to show cause, reserving a phys-
ical arrest for-those cases in which cus-
today and detention of the alien is re=
garded as necessary in the public interest
or safety. While this procedure is re-
garded as being entirely within the con-
templation of the law, enactment of this
section would afford an unmistakable
statutory sanction for this less drastic

procedure.
BECTION 9

This section would amend section 245
of the act, which authorized administra-
tive adjustment of the status of certain
nonimmigrants. Among those who may
thus be granted permanent residence
under existing law are those aliens who
marry United States citizens. The law,
however, forbids the granting of perma-
nent residence if the alien has been in
the United States less than 1 year before
the marriage. This situation has re-
sulted in the disruption of families and
adds unnecessary expense to aliens who
are forced to go abroad to obtain a non-
quota visa, without compensating bene-
fits. This section of the bill would,
therefore, eliminate the requirement of 1
year’s presence in the United States be-
fore marriage.

SECTION 10

This section would liberalize those
provisions of existing law granting spe-
cial naturalization benefits to alien
members of the Armed Forces and to
certain alien veterans, and would con-




1956

solidate and codify a number of related
statutes. Existing law grants special
benefits in this regard to aliens who have
completed at least 3 years’ peacetime
honorable service in the United States
Armed Forces. The advantages of the
law, however, are available only to those
who were lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence.
These requirements have the effect of
denying benefits to many worthy soldiers
who, because of oversubscribed quotas,
or other reasons, are unable to obtain an
immigration visa, and to those who, be-
cause of service-connected disabilities,
have been honorably discharged before
completing the required 3 years’ service.
The proposed amendment would elimi-
nate the requirement of lawful admis-
sion for permanent residence and would
extend the benefits to those who were
prevented from completing the neces-
sary 3 years’ service because of dis-
abilities received while serving. In re-
cent years the Congress has enacted a
number of statutes providing special
naturalization benefits for members of
the Armed Forces. Separate statutes
were enacted extending these special
benefits to persons who served honorably
in the Armed Forces during the Spanish-
American War, during World War I, dur-
ing World War II, and during the
Korean conflict, This section would
consolidate these separately enacted
statutes and would make uniform the
conditions for naturalization although
based upon service during different con-
flicts in which the United States may
have been involved. Proper safeguards
are contained in the proposal to limit the
advantages of this new legislation to
those who served in an active duty
‘status, and were honorably discharged.
SECTION 11

Section 241 (a) (11) of the act pro-
vides for the deportation of alien vio-
lators of the narcotic laws. This vital
provision is needed to rid the country
of a thoroughly undesirable group of
aliens. It has become apparent that the
act should be amended to eliminate some
of the ohstacles which have been en-
countered in the enforcement and appli-
-cation of the law. For example, while
the act now provides for deportation of
aliens who have been convicted of en-
gaging in illicit traffic in narcotic drugs,
and so forth, it does not call for the ex-
pulsion of an alien convicted of posses-
sion, in the absence of an allegation in
the record of conviction itself that such
possession was for one of the illegal pur-
poses specified. Moreover, although the
act provides for deportation of an alien
convicted under any law relating to illicit
traffic in drugs, and so forth, it does not
specify that an alien convicted only of
conspiracy to violate a narcotics law
shall be deported. This section of the
proposed legislation will appropriately
amend section 241 (a) (11) of the act
so as to accomplish these desirable
changes.

BECTION 12

Section 241 (b) of the act provides
that an alien convicted of a crime in-
volving moral turpitude shall not be de-
portable if the sentencing judge has
made a recommendation against depor-
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tation. The section has been interpreted
as preventing the deportation of an alien
convicted of unlawful trade in narcotics.
This section of the proposal would make
it clear that section 241 (b) does not
apply to an alien convicted as a drug
law violator and whose deportation is
sought because of the drug law violation.
BECTION 13

Section 101 (b) of the act defines the
term “child” as used in titles I and IL
This section of the proposal would amend
the definition by adding two further
categories of children. The first would
clarify the law so that the illegitimate
child would, in relation to his mother,
enjoy the same status under immigration
laws as a legitimate child. It is believed
that the drafters of this provision of the
act did not intend to deprive an illegiti-
mate child of the status he enjoyed under
earlier law, but it appears that the lan-
guage contained in section 101 (b) re-
quires the interpretation that an illegiti-
mate child may not be considered the
child of his mother.

The second change would extend the
definition of “child” to adopted children
under limited circumstances. An adopt-
ed child may not be given the status of
child under the immigration laws. This
has led to hardship in many cases, par-
ticularly where a child was adopted at
a young age, long before his adoptive
parents contemplated emigration to the
United States. If in such cases the child
is born in a country with a heavily over-
subscribed quota, he cannot accompany
his adoptive parents to the United States
since he cannot derive quota charge-
ability from his parents. It is therefore
desirable that consideration be given to
an amendment whereby a child adopted
while under the age of 12, and who has
lived with his adoptive parents for at
least 2 years prior to the visa application
may be considered a child under the
immigration laws. A proposal of this
type would prevent abuse through ad hoe
adoptions made only for the purpose of
circumventing the immigration laws.

SECTION 14

Section 202 of the act deals with the
determination of quotas to which immi-
grants shall be chargeable. This section
would revise section 202 so as to grant
to an Asian spouse the benefit of the
quota of an accompanying spouse, and
permit the Asian spouse of a native of a
Western Hemisphere country to be clas-
sified as a nonquota immigrant if accom-
panying, or following to join, such
spouse.

SECTION 18

Section 203 of the act establishes the
bases upon which immigration visas shall
be allocated within the quotas. Sub-
section (a) (1) (B) prescribes a first
preference status for spouses or children
accompanying principal aliens who come
within the category covered by subsec-
tion (a) (1) (A). This section of the
proposed legislation would accord such
preference status also to spouses and
children following to join such aliens.
In addition, the quota allocations would
be revised by giving the fourth pref-
erence category, that is, brothers, sisters,
sons, and daughters of citizens, a fixed
10 percent of the quota, in lieu of the
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present percentage of an undetermined
left-over amount of quota numbers
which the present statute permits, This
change is regarded as desirable to make
this preference a reality. Section 203
(a) (2) of the act provides that parents
of an American citizen are entitled to
second preference quota status only if
the petitioning citizen is at least 21 years
of age. Subsection (a) (4), which af-
fords fourth preference status to broth-
ers, sisters, sons, and daughters of citi-
zens, does not limit that preference
status to such kin of citizens who are at
least 21 years of age. This section would
amend section 203 (a) (4) so as to limit
its operation to those cases in which the
petitioning citizen is likewise at least 21
years of age. It would also amend the
section so as to accord the same pref-
erence quota status to the spouse and
child of such a brother, sister, son, or
daughter of a citizen, if such spouse or
child is accompanying or following to
join the relative.
BECTION 18

The present act permits the Secretary
of State to determine the amount of non-
immigrant visa fees on the basis of reci-
procity. This section of the legislation
would vest the Secretary with a desirable
discretion to deviate from this rule when
politically or otherwise necessary in the
national interest. It would also clarify
the present statute with respeet to the
manner of computing the amount of such
visa fees.

BECTION 17T

Section 212 (a) (9) of the act specifies
the classes of aliens who shall be ex-
cluded from the United States because of
criminal involvement. This section
would amend section 212 (a) (9) so as to
clarify and incorporate within the basic
act the pertinent provisions of section 4
of Public Law 770, 83d Congress (68 Stat.
1145), which in effect, but not in form,
modified section 212 (a) (9) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act with re-
spect to aliens who have been convicted
of or have admitted the commission of
petty offenses.

SECTION 18

Section 221 (f) of the act provides in
part that an alien crewman may be ad-
mitted to the United States if his name
appears on a crew list visaed by a con-
sular officer, “until such time as it be-
comes practicable to issue individual
documents.” The quoted requirement
for individual documents has proved to
be most difficult of achievement and
unduly burdensome. This section would
delete the quoted matter, thus eliminat-
ing the requirement that all alien crew-
men eventually must be in possession of
individual visas.

SECTION 19

Section 222 of the act prescribes the
contents of a visa application. Subsec-
tion (a) deals with applications for im-
migrant visas and subsection (¢) deals.
with nonimmigrant visas. Both require
information as to race and ethnic classi-
fication. This section would elimnate
this requirement since the terms are not
susceptible of definition and have served
no useful purpose in the administration
of the Immigration and Nationality Act.
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SECTIONS 20 AND 21

Section 352 of the act sets forth eir-
cumstances under which mnaturalized
citizens shall lose their citizenship by
virtue of residence abroad. Sections
353 and 354 enumerate categories of per-
sons to which section 352 shall not ap-
ply. Sections 20 and 21, respectively, of
the aecompanying proposal, would ex-
tend to veterans of World War I -and II,
and their spouses, children, and depend-

‘ent parents, broader foreign residence’

privileges. The amendments would ex-
tend, first, to veterans of World War II,
retroactively, the provisions of section
406 (h) of the 1940 act; and, second, re-
store to veterans of World War 1 that
part of the provisions of section 406 (h)
of the 1940 act which permitted World
War I veterans to reside in the country
of nativity or former nationality. The
proviso to the proposed amendment con-
tained in section 20 is designed to make
clear what is thought to be the intent of
Congress that the spouse, children, and
dependent parents of such a veteran shall
‘enjoy the same foreign residence privi-
legas as does the veteran.

BECTION 22

* Section 223 of the act relates to re-
entry permits. Subsection (b) author-
4zes the Attorney General to issue re-
entry permits under certain circum-
stances. However, such permits shall be
valid for not more than 1 year from the
“date of issuance and may be extended for
periods aggregating not more than 1
year. This has resulted in hardships to
‘certain alien spouses and children of
‘servicemen stationed abroad for extend-
-ed tours of duty. This section would add
a proviso to the subsection to provide
that “the Attorney General may in his
diseretion extend the validity of the per-
‘mit of a spouse or child of a member of
-the Armed Forces of the United States
‘stationed abroad pursuant to -official
orders for such period or periods as the
‘Attorney General shall deem appropri-
ate.”
SECTION 23

Section 323 of the act, relating to the

naturalization of children adopted by cit-
izens of the United States, would be
amended by this section so as to author-
ize the naturalization of children adopt-
ed by United States citizens in those
‘cases in which the parent is stationed
abroad in the Armed Forces or in the
employment of the United States Gov-
ernment, or of an American firm or in-
ternational organization when it is in-
tended that the child reside abroad with
the parent until the parent’s employ-
ment is terminated. The new provision
would confer benefits upon adopted
children similar to those conferred upon
spouses of citizens under the provisions
of section 319 (b) of the act. Specific-
ally, the present requirements for resi-
dence and physical presence in the
United States by the child before he may
be naturalized would be waived. This
amendment is regarded as necessary to
avoid separation of families.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yileld?

Mr, EEATING. I yield.

Mr. HESELTON. I have been greatly
Interested in the gentleman’s outline of
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the purposes and objectives of the bills
he has introduced. Itis myunderstand-
ing that the bills are intended to carry
out the excellent recommendations sub-
mitted by the President in his recent
special message. Am I eorrect in that
understanding?

. Mr. KEATING. That is correct.

Mr. HESELTON. Am I also correct in
understanding that in the gentleman’s
opinion the bills as he has drafted them,
not only protect fully the interests of
this country but also the interests of
those people who seek to come to this
country and who would become fine
citizens?

Mr. KEATING. 1 believe the legisla-
tion which I have introduced is in con-
formity with the President’s recom-
mendations, and that the enactment of
those measures would result in bringing
to this countiry people who would make
fine American citizens, and exclude from
this country those who would not, and
assist in the deportation from this coun-
1try of those undesirable aliens, few in
number, but who have caused such great
difficulty here, and who have not lived
up to the high standards that our coun-
try sets for citizenship, and would there-
fore bring about a more effective balance
in our immigration laws and, perhaps
‘as important as anything else, would im-
prove our international relations with
other countries in convincing them that
we practice sincerely those principles

“which we proclaim so loudly.

Mr, HESELTON. I congratulate the
gentleman sincerely for his efforts. He
deserves the support of all of us who are
interested in those principles.

Mr. KEATING. 1 thank the gentle-
man.,

Mr. LANE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEATING. 1 yield.

Mr. LANE. I would like to rise at this

time to congratulate and compliment the

gentleman from New York on his very
able statement that he has delivered to
the House. I say that as a member of
the Committee on the Judiciary of this
House 1 know that this subject matter
is one that is close to the gentleman’s
heart. During his service on that com-
mittee the gentleman has taken a very
active, sincere, and conscientious interest
in all of the immigration bills that have
come before us. I want to join with him
in support of these measures which he
has offered to the Congress, following
the message of the President of the
United States. Especially am I inter-
ested, as he is, in the quota system which
has been in effect now since 1920. Both
of us feel I am sure that at this particular
time, 1956, Congress should take another
look at the system due to the fact that
times have changed over the years and
some change in the present law is man-
datory.

I want fo close by stating again that
I know my colleague from New York is
most sincere in this matter and he may
depend on my support along these lines,

Mr. EEATING. I certainly appreci-
ate the remarks of the gentleman from
Massachusetts and I know in serviee on
the committee how helpful he has been
in trying to improve our immigration
laws, as he has in all respects in his work
on our committee. I am sincerely grate-
ful to him for his kind remarks.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Smxes, for 20 minutes, on Thurs-
day, February 23,

Mr. Horrmaw of Michigan, for 15
minutes, on Friday, February 10.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
‘Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. Boces and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. MACHROWICE.

Mr. Rooseverr and include certain

tables.

Mr. PELLY.
Mr. CoLmer (at the request of Mr.
ALBERT) and include extraneous matter.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported

that that committee had examined and

found truly enrolled bills of the House
of the following titles, which were there-
upon signed by the Spea.ker

H. R.6043. An act to amend section 216 (b)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 19836, as
amended, to provide for the malntenance
of the Merchant Marine Academy;

H.R.6790. An act for the relief of Anna
K. McQuilkin;

H.R.6857. An act to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Admin-
istration to convey certain land to the city
of Milwaukee, Wis.; and

H.R.7156. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain land of the United States

to the Board of County Commissioners of
Lee County, Fla.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accord-

“ingly (at 3 o’clock and 2 minutes p. m.)

the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Friday, February 10, 1956, at 12 o'clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC,

Under elause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1502. A letter from the Deputy Secretary
of Defense, relative to 34 reports from the
Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force covering 61 violations of section 3679,
Revised Statutes, and Department of De-
fense Directive 7200.1 “Administrative Con-
trol of Appropriations Within the Depart-
ment of Defense,” pursuant to section 3679
(1) (2), Revised Statutes; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

1503. A letter from the Secretary of the
Alr Force, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to amend the
Armed Forces Leave Act of 1046 by authoriz-
ing payments to survivors of former mem-
bers for unused leave credit™; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

1504. A letter from the Acting Attorney
General, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A biH to authorize the
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admission to’ the United States of certein -REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-

aliens, and for other purposes”; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

1505. A letter from the Aeting Attorney
General, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, and for other
purposes’’; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
. 1506.-A letter from the Acting Attorney
General, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act, to regulate
judicial review of deportation and exclusion
orders, and for other purposes”; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

1507. A letter from the Acting Attorney

General, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-

islation entitled “A bill to amend sections 201
and 202 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

1608. A letter from the Chairman, District
of Columbia Armory Board, transmitting the
Eighth Annual Report of the District of Co-
lumbia Armory Board, including the finan-
cial statement for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1955, pursuant to Public Law 605,
80th Congress; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

1509, A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
a report on backlog of pending applications
and hearing cases in the Federal Communi-
cations Commission as of December 31, 1955,

pursuant to section 5 (e) of the Communi-

cations Act as amended July 16, 1952, by
Public Law 554; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

1510. A letter from the BSecrefary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief of
Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
April 15, 1965, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and an illustra-
tion, on a preliminary examination and sur-
vey of Irondequoit Bay, N. Y., autharized by
the River and Harbor Act approved July 24,
1946 (H. Doc. No. 332); to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed with
one [llustration.

1511. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Depal t of the Army, dated
Beptember 19, 1955, submitting a report, to-
gether with accompanying papers and an il-
lustration, on a preliminary examination and
survey of harbor at Betterton, Kent County,
Md., authorized by the River and Harbor Act
approved July 24, 1846 (H. Doc. No. 333); to
the Committee on Public Works and ordered
to be printed with an illustration.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of commitiees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H. R. 101. A bill relating
to the administration by the Secretary of
the Interior of section 9, subsections (d)
and (e), of the Reclamation Projeet Act of
1939; with amendment (Rept. No. 1754).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. JONES of Missouri: Committee on
House Administration. House Joint Resolu-
tion 526. Joint resolution to amend the
joint resolution of March 25, 1853, relating
to electrical and mechanical office equip-
ment for the use of Members, officers, and
committees of the House of Representatives,
to remove officers and committees from cer-
tain limitations, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1755). Or-
dered to be printed.
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VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIT1, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk

for printing and reference fo the proper

calendar, as follows:

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi-

clary. B. 101. An act for the relief of Fer-
nanda Milani; with amendment (Rept. No.
1756). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee  on the Judi-
ciary. 8. 117. An act for the relief of Ana
P. Costes; with amendment (Rept. No. 1757).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi-

ciary. 8. 1212. An act for the relief of Dr.
Lincoln Roy Manson-Hing; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1758). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 8. 3868. An act for the relief of The-
resa Pok Lim EKim; with amendment (Rept.
Ro. 1759). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resclutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BALDWIN:

H.R.9203. A bill to provide that the Ssc-
retary of the Navy shall select a site to which
the naval magazine at Port Chicago, Calif.,
may be moved and report to the Congress
thereon, and to suspend the acquisition of
land in the vicinity of such naval maga-
zine pending the making of such repert; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. CLARK:

H.R.9204. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. v

By Mr. DAVIS of Georgia:

H. R. 9205. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to furnish memorial markers
commemorating certain deceased members
of the Armed Forees, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R.9206. A bill to readjust postal clas-
sification on certain educational and cultural
materials; to the Committee on Post Office
and Clvil Service.

By Mr. HALEY:

H. R. 9207. A bill to authorize the Seere-
tary of the Interior to contract with the
Middle Rio Grande Conservancy Distriet of
New Mextco for the payment of operation
and maintenance charges on certain Pueblo
Indian lands; fo the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HUDDLESTON :

H.R.9208. A bill to amend the Federal
Employees’ Group Life Insurance Act of 1954
to authorize the optional purchase of addi-
tional amounts of group life and accidental
death and dismemberment insurance by in-
dividual employees In certain cases; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. JUDD:

H.R.9209. A bill to provide domestic and
community sanitation facilities and services
for Indians, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. KEOGH:

H. R.9210. A bill to remove inequities by
imposing limitations on the period during
which the United States may retain, with-
out the payment of interest, overpayments
under section 722 for taxable years beginning
prior to January 1, 1942; to the Commitiee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LOVRE:

H.R.9211. A bill to preserve the wheat

acreage history of farms voluntarily under-
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planting their allotments; to the Committee
on '
By Mr. MACK of Ilinois:

H.R:9212. A bik to amend part III of
Veterans Regulation No. @ (a) to liberalize
the criteria for determining eligibility for
pension payable thereunder, and to increase
the amount of pension so payable to vet-
erans who have attained the age of 60 years;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.9213. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign cos:n
meree.

? By Mr. McMILLAN: '

H.R.9214. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945 so as
to afford certain preferences to businesses
displaced by slum clearance or redevelop-
ment and business property owners affected
thereby; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. O'BRIEN of New York:

H.R.9215. A bill to amend the Organie
Act of the Territory of Alaska, and for other
purposes; to the Commitiee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

H.R.9216. A bill to implement section 25
(b) of the Organic Act of Guam by carry-
ing out the recommendations of the Coms=
mission on the Application of Federal Laws
to Guam, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and msula.r Affairs.

By Mr, PHILBIN:

H.R.9217. A bill to recognize the Italian-
American World War Veterans of the United
States, Inc., & national nonprofit, nonpolit-
ical war veterans” arganization, for the pur-
poses of bestowing upon it certain benefits,
rights, privileges, and prerogatives; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Mrah'a

By Mr. PILCHER:

H.R.9218. A bill to amend Public Laws
815 and 874, 81st Congress, which provide
assistance to local educational agencies in
areas affected by Federal activities; to tha
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. PRESTON:

H. R. 9219. A bill to provide for the sale by
the Secretary of the Army of certain real
property of the United States not needed inm
the operation of Camp Stewart Military Res-
ervation, Ga., to the former owners of such
property; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

H. R.9220. A bill to amend the act of Sep-
tember 1, 1954, to correct certain inequities
with respect to the compensation of prevaill-
ing wage-rate employees, to provide longevity
compensation for such employees, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr,. SCOTT:

H.R. 9221, A bill to authorize the admis-
slon to the United States of certain aliens,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.9222. A bill to amend sections 201
and 202 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

H.R.9223. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tlon and Nationality Act, to regulate judieial
review of deportation and exclusion orders,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H. R. 9224, A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Aet, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TOLLEFSON:

H.R.9225. A bill to repeal the act of Au-
gust 9, 1946, providing for the preparation of
a membership roll of the Indians of the
Yakima Reservation; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. UDALL:

H. R.9226: A bill to create a Water Con-
servation and Planning Service in the De-
partment of the Interior; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs,
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Mr. YOUNG:

H.R.9227, A bill to amend the hospital
survey and construction provisions of the
Public Health Service Act with respect to
transfer of unused allotments; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee (by
request) :

H.R.9228. A bill to readjust postal rates;
establish a Commission on Postal Rates; and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. LANE:

H.R.9228. A bill to amend sections 201
and 202 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R.9230. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TAYLOR:

H.R.9231. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. WITHROW :

H.R. 9232, A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. JONES of Missouri:

H.J.Res. 526. Joint resolution to amend
the joint resolution of March 25, 1853, re-
lating to electrical and mechanical office
equipment for the use of Members, officers,
and committees of the House of Representa-
tives, to remove officers and committees from
certain limitations, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. VAN ZANDT:

H. J. Res. 527. Joint resolution to authorize
the American Battle Monuments Commis-
sion to prepare plans and estimates for the
erection of a suitable memorial to Gen. John
J. Pershing; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. MILLER of Nebraska:

H. J. Res. 528. Joint resolution to limit the
spending powers of the Congress and to
provide for reduction of the national debt;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SIEES:

H. J. Res. 520. Joint resolution to provide

for the observance and celebration of the
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quadricentennial anniv of the estab-
lishment of the first settlement in Florida; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANFUSO:

H. Con. Res. 213. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the friendship of the people of the
United States for the people of Italy and
expressing the hope that Italy will remain
one of the free and democratic nations of
the world; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as
follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Colorado, memorializ-
ing the President and the Congress of the
United States that the purpose of 5. 863 is
approved by the General Assembly of the
State of Colorado, and urging that this legis-
lation be passed or that similar legislation
be passed, etc.; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

PRIVATE' BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows: -

By Mr. BOGGS:

H.R.9233. A bill for the relief of Harry
Alexander; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. EBERHARTER:

H.R.9234. A bill for the relief of Gus
Bantes, also known as August Anthony
Tsantes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOLT (by request) :

H. R.9235. A bill for the relief of Bogdan

Barich; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. SCUDDER:

H.R.9236. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Toki Lewils; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. TOLLEFSON:

H.R.9237. A bill for the relief of Pero
Corak; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R. 9238. A bill for the relief of Ljubomir
Barac (also known as Ljubo Barac); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

February 9

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

506. By Mr. SHORT: Petition of Mrs.
Frances Neccum, and other citizens, of Polk
County, Mo., protesting alcoholic beverage
advertising on radio and television; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

507. Also, petition of parishioners of the
First Christian Church of Aurcra, Mo., pro-
testing the advertising of alecoholic bever-
ages on radio and television; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

508. Also, petition of parishioners of the
First Baptist Church of Aurora, Mo., protest-
ing the advertising of alcoholic beverages on
radio and television; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

509. Also, petition of Mrs. Anna Hall, and
other citizens, of Aurora, Mo., urging sup-
port of 8. 923 and H. R. 4627, prohibiting
the transportation of alcoholic beverage ad-
vertising in interstate commerce, and its
broadcasting over the air, a practice which
nullifies the rights of the States under the
21st amendment to control the sale of such
beverages; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

510. Also, petition of Henry Easson, and
other citizens, of Carthage, Mo., urging the
adoption of H. R. 4471 as an amendment to
the Social Becurity Act in place of the pres-
ent program of old-age and survivors insur-
ance and old-age assistance; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

511. By Mr. WAINWRIGHT: Petition of
Horace J. Wells, and 72 neighbors and friends,
of Riverhead, N. Y., urging the use of the
powers of Congress to prohibit the transpor-
tation of alcoholic beverage advertising in
interstate commerce, and its broadcasting
over the air, a practice which nullifies the
rights of the States under the 21st amend-
ment to control the sale of such beverages;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

512. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
deputy city clerk, Elizabeth, N. J., with ref-
erence to the city couneil being in favor of
selling war materials and supplies to Israel,
etc.; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

The Anniversary of the Yalta Pact

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. THADDEUS M. MACHROWICZ

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 9, 1956

Mr. MACHROWICZ. Mr. Speaker,
tomorrow marks the 11th anniversary
of the signing of the Yalta Pact, which
resulted in the enslavement of millions
of people of central and eastern Europe
and Asia.

Since that fateful day of February 11,
1945, Soviet Russia has grown in lea.ps
and bounds as a menace to world peace,
and in direct proportions the position of
the United States has dropped as a leader
of the free world.

The time has long passed for futile and
partisan recriminations for our part in

the Yalta agreement. The fact remains
that, though we entered into the agree-
ment with a misplaced faith in Soviet
promises—promises which have been
systematically violated—the results are
a national disgrace and the time is long
overdue for a formal recognition of
that fact.

The sad fact is that, despite political
recriminations and protestations of the
errors of judgment of those who partici-
pated in the Yalta agreements, the bit-
terly criticized tactics and policies then
used are still in force and effect in our
State Department. We still continue to
deal with Soviet Russia as an honest
partner and not as an unscrupulous out-
law. And all this despite the fact that
we know so much more about Soviet
treachery now than we did in 1945, when
the Yalta agreement was entered into.

Our position of free-world leadership
can be maintained only if we adopt and
adhere to a policy of firmness and of re-

fusal to compromise on matters of prin-
ciple. It was that willingness on our
part to compromise on matters of moral
rights that has helped the expansion of
the Communist empire and is continuing
to bring about a loss of our own interna-
tional respect and prestige. We can re-
gain it only by basing our foreign policy
on moral principles and not on expedi-
ency. We have no moral right to build
up the hopes of the capitive nations and
then cruelly shatter them, by continuing
to barter their lives and future for sham
promises which we accept as a pure mat-
ter of expediency, and which we should
know from past bitter experience, will
eventually be broken again, as they al-
ways have been in the past, when it serves
Soviet Communist purposes.

On this sad anniversary, let us soberly
analyze our errors of the past and in the
interest, not only of justice, but of our
own national security, resolve to learn
from past experiences, and deal with the
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Communist threat to world peace in a
resolute manner, with courage and moral
strength, which is the only way to gain
respect not only for our loyal allies in
the free world, but alse of the Commu-
nists themselves.

Was 1955 a Boom Year?
EXTENSION OF REMAREKS
HON. JAMES ROOSEVELT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 9, 1956

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
have read the economic report of the
President with great inferest, particu-
larly that portion which dea.ls with the
problems of small business. As a mem-
ber of the Select Committee on Small
Business, I would at this time like to
make the following statement concern-
ing our general economic situation and
the plight of small business during the
3 years of the present administration as
revealed by the President's economic
report.

WAS 1955 A BOOM YEAR?

The economic report of the President
reveals that in the last 3 years our
country has—

. (a) Failed to maintain the rate of
economic growth which took place in
both war and postwar periods.

(b) Brought about a rapid inflation of
_prices in the big-business industries and
-an offsetting deflation in the more com-
petitive segments of the economy, name-
ly the farm and small business segments.

(c) Resulted in very little inerease in
productive capacity but in greatly in-
creased corporate profits, at the expense
of farmers and consumers.

(d) Resulted in the greatest increase
in the Federal debt of any peacetime
period in history, as well as the greatest
increase in consumer debt and in the

debt of State and local governments of
any like period in either peace or war.

Rates of economic growth.

3 years,
1940 to

1952

j Percent
CGross national produet in 1955 prices. . 84 9.2
Per eapita personal ineome in 19556

prices, after taxes 7.0 7.3

. In 1955 the gross national product,
which is the value of all goods and serv-
ices produced in the Nation, was only
8.4 percent greater than in 1952. This
represents an average growth of 2.8 per-
cent per year in the 3 years of this ad-
ministration. The Nation’s output of
goods and services would have to in-
crease between 3 and 3.5 percent per
year just to keep up with increasing
productivity per man-hour of work, to
say nothing of the effects of increasing
population and increased numbers of
people working.

In the last 3 years of the Truman
administration, 1249 through 1952, the
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gross national product inereased 212
pereent, or an average yearly rate of
7.1 percent. Similarly the growth be-
tween: 1939 and 1952 was 6.8 percent per
year. The above comparisons are all
based on goods and services valued at
-1955 prices.

The 1955 per capita personal income,
after taxes, also failed to keep pace with
the growth in the Truman and Roose-
velt administrations. The ecomparisons
shown in the economic report in terms
aof 1955 prices reveal that the 1955 per
capita income, after taxes, was T per-
cent above 1952, which was equal to a
yearly increase of 2.3 percent. Also in
1955 prices, there was a 3.6 percent aver-
age yearly increase in per capita income
between 1939 and 1952.

Big corporations were the beneficiaries in the
1955

[Iollars in billions,

Per-
cent
| 1955 1952 | change
from
852
CORPORATIONS
Carporate profits, after taxes_.| $41. 4| $36.9 +12
Corporate depreciation and
amortization allowances 1...| $14.5 | $10.4 +39
Dividend payments__________ S 1 o +23
Stock prices (December In- |
dex)_. .| $333.6 | $203.4 +64
Big thers’ " profit
1 e S percent.. 41 11 +27
Small mnnuf.mtumr& profit
o1 T R— 6.4 11. 4 -39
PERSONAL INCOME
Ineome from interest_ ... $15.6 | $12.3 427
Salaries and wages____________| $215.4 | $100.5 +13
Proprietors’ INCOME@. caneenc-- $27.3 | $25.7 +6
Farm Income. - oo aeaenae--| $IL1 | $14£3 -22

1 Excludes banks and insorance companies.

2 Annual rates of profits, after taxes, as percent of stoek-
holders’ investment, lst 9 months of 1962 compared
with 1st 9 of 1055 orporat with mere than

assets. and eurpoﬂthna with less than
$14 million of assets.

Nineteen hundred and fifty-five was a
boom year—the greatest in history—for
the big corporations. Compared to 1952
total corporate profits, after taxes, in-
creased $4.5 billion, or 12 perecent, despite
the fact the profits of smaller corpora-
tions were way below 1952,

In addition, industrial and utility eor-
porations alone had another $4.1 billion
of inereased income from depreciation
and amortization allowaneces, largely as
a result of the 1953 and 1954 changes in
the tax lJaws—income from depreciation
and amortization for banks and insur-
ance companies is not reported.

Ceorporations paid out 23.3 percent
more in dividends, and the price of cor-
porate stocks was 64 percent higher at
the end of 1955 than at the end.of 1952.

Small-business profits since 1952 have,
however, fared much like farmers’ in-
come. In the first 9 months of 1952,
profits of manufacturing corporations
with less than one-fourth million dollars
of assets were at an annual rate of 11.4
percent of stockholders’ investment.
Profits of the giant manufacturing cor-
porations—those with more than $100
million of assets were at a corresponding
rate of 11.1 percent. In the first 9
months of 1955, the profit rate, after
taxes, of the smaller corporations had
dropped 39 percent, while the rate for
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the giant corporations had gone up 27
percent.

Other comparisons between 1955 and
1952 were as follows:

With the higher interest rates, per-
sons who received personal income from
interest received 26.8 percent more such
income.

Labor income inereased 13 percent
although there were 3 percent more peo-
ple employed.

Proprietors’ income, from professions
and unincorporated business increased
only 6.2 percent.

Farm income dropped 22.4 percent.

The administration has claimed that
the changes it has brought about in cor-
porate taxes, intevest rates, and credit
policies would encourage investment and
inerease produetive capacity. AlMhough
corporate operatioms im 1955 took $4.5
billion more in profits after taxes, and
$4.1 billion more in depreciation and
amortization, than in 1952, the eorporate
outlays for plant and eguipment—in-
cluding mew and replacement items—
was only $2.1 hillion more than im 1952.

In 1955, the total investment made in
producer plant and equipment, by hoth
corporate and nonecorporate business,
was only $3.6 billion more than in 1852,
and most of this was taken up by in-
creases in prices of producers’ durable
goods and inereased construction: costs.
In 1952, investment in new plant and
equipment was $8 billion more than 1949,
and in 1948 it was $14.3 billion more than
in 1945.

I have, with reluctance, coneluded that
it is a sorry record set out in the eco-
nomie report of the President.

Debt charges
{In billions]

3 years | 3 years | 3 years

postwar, | Korean [ postwar,

1852 to: | war. 149 | 145 to’

1955 10 1952 18
U. 8, Government_..._.| -+$13.4 | -+8$10.2 -5$25.8
State and local govern-

monts (met)........... +12.6 +7.7 +2.5
Consumer debt_________ 410, 4 +8.7 +8.7
Home mortgage debt...| <+37.7 +26.9 +14.7

The record of the national debt draws
a neat distinetion between promises and
performanece. In spite of all of the cam-
paign promises to reduce the national
debt, the Federal debt has been increased
by $13.4 billion between the day this ad-
ministration took office in 1953, to the
end of 1955.

This staggering peacetime increase in
the Federal debt has been made despite
the fact that substantial assets inherited
by the administration, such as the syn-
thetic rubber plants, have been sold or
otherwise separated from Federal own-
ership, the liguidation of which should
have gone to reduce the debt. Moreover,
services to the public have been severely
cut back; for example, loans for small
business such as were made by RFC have
heen virtually stopped.

The Truman administration inereased
the Federal debt only $10.2 billion in the
preceding 3 years, although it had the
expenses of the Korean war, plus sub-
stantial economic aid and assistance to
our allies in that period. In the first 3
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postwar years following World War II,
between the end of 1945 and the end of
1948, President Truman reduced the
Federal debt by $25.8 billion. While the
Federal debt has been piling up during
the past 3 years, other debt obligations
of the general public have been growing
by leaps and bounds. The debt of State
and local governments has increased by
$12.6 billion; consumer installment debt
and charge accounts has run up another
$10.4 billion; and home mortgage debt
has shot up by $37.7 billion.

The supposed economic achievements
of 1955, cited in the President’s report
claims that these have “been accom-
plished without the specious aid of price
inflation.” That is just specious report-
ing of the facts. There has been a tre-
mendous inflation in the prices of the
big industries since the beginning of
1953, and most of this has taken place in
the last year and a half. Faced with
galloping inflation in these prices, the
administration has maintained the over-
all buying power of the dollar by policies
which have brought rapid deflation in
farm and small-business prices.

Prices of steel, aluminum, copper, and
other metals have jumped 16 percent
since the first of 1953, and the profits in
these industries last year, after taxes,
was 13 percent of the stockholders’ in-
vestment. Prices of all machinery and
transportation egquipment together have
increased 9 percent, and the after-taxes
profit rate in these industries last year
was 15 percent.

Prices of motor vehicles have in-
creased 6 percent, and the profit rate in
this industry was 21 percent last year.

The fact that increased prices of the
giant corporations have gone into in-
creased profits is reflected in the phe-
nomenal rise in stock prices and stock
dividends. Although big business profits
were already lush in 1952, they have now
shot up to unparalleled levels. In the
first 9 months of 1952 profits, after taxes,
of the giant manufacturing corporations,
those with more than $100 million of as-
sets, were at an annual rate of 11.8 per-
cent of stockholders’ investment. In the
first 9 months of 1955, their profit rate
had shot up to 14.1 percent, or a 27 per-
cent increase in the profitability of these
giants, not counting about equal in-
creases in their income resulting from
the generous depreciation and amortiza-

tion allowances which have been put into

the tax law since 1952.

While big business prices have shot up,
many small business prices have gone
down. For example, prices of textiles
and apparel have gone down 5 percent
since the first of 1953, and the profit
rate in these industries last year was
only 5 percent. These are typical small-
business industries. The prices received
by farmers have fallen by 16 percent
since the first of 1953.

The administration sponsored tax re-
lief for the big corporations in 1953 and
1954, on the theory that these corpora-
tions would be induced to make capacity
expansions, which the country needs.
These tax changes, particularly dropping
the excess profits tax, merely gave the
big corporations an incentive for raising
prices and taking more profits. The ex-
cess profits tax tended to place a ceiling
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on the amount of profits a corporation
could take without increasing its invest-
ment. Dropping the tax removed the
ceiling. The exorbitant prices and prof-
its which have resulted have done almost
nothing to increase productive capacity,
but they have stimulated the big cor-
porations to buy up and merge the ca-
pacity of smaller firms. The inevitable
result will be even less competition to
check prices and profits.

I do not suggest putting the excess
profits tax back on the books, but I point
out that it is urgently necessary to adopt
a graduated corporate tax, similar to the
graduated rates for personal taxes, Such
a graduated rate would tend to put a
ceiling on monopoly profits and at the
same time encourage an expansion of
smaller firms.

This or any succeeding administrations
cannot continue policies of plundering
our economic system, robbing the poor
to fatten the rich, without bringing us to
economic disaster. Feeding the poor on
slick propaganda is no substitute for
sound economic management,

Boy Scout Week

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WILLIAM M. COLMER

OF MISSISSIPPI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 9, 1956

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, every
Member of the Congress is conscious of
the fact that this is Boy Scout Week. A
week appropriately set aside to empha-
size the importance of this great move-
ment among the youth of America.

In the past few day a Boy Scout has
visited each of our offices and personally
presented each of us with a Boy Scout
badge to be worn in our lapels during
the week. I was much impressed by this
occasion when I was thus honored, as I
am sure every other Member was im-
pressed. And like my colleagues in the
Congress, it is a pleasure to thus lend my
support to this great organization which
has for its basic purpose the preparation
of the youth of the country for good
citizenship of tomorrow. Mr. Speaker,
in my judgment there is no more effec-
tive agency in carrying out this great
task than this splendid organization.

The splendid young Scout who pre-
sented me with my badge with Keith
Bryan, from our neighboring State of
Maryland. In presenting this badge he
had thefollowing to say:

I am Cub Scout Keith Bryan. During Boy
Scout Week, February 6-12, the Boy Scouts
of America are celebrating their 46th anni-
versary. As a representative of the Boy
Scouts of America, we want you to join in
our celebration by wearing this Scout badge
during Boy Scout Week.

The Boy Scouts of America was chartered
by Congress in 1916. This week our Nation
will honor its 3 million Scouts and leaders.
In 46 years, more than 20 million men and
boys have been members of the Boy Scout
organization. Many of these boys have
grown to become outstanding leaders.

The National Capital Area Council, which
I represent, has a membership of 33,484 boys
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and over 12,000 adult leaders. We want to
invite you to say “Happy Birthday” to the
Boy Scouts of America by wearing this Scout
badge in your lapel during Boy Scout Week.

May Iin turn say to Keith and through
him to the thousands of other splendid
boys making up this worthwhile organi-
zation: “To you also many happy re-
turns of the day. May both you and your
organization continue to grow and con-
tinue paying such splendid dividends to
Your country and your God.”

Peace-Debts Payments

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. HALE BOGGS

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 9, 1956

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, on De-
cember 31 the British Government paid
its fifth installment in repayment of the
reconstruction loan negotiated with this
country at the end of World War II. At
the time that the loan was made a num-
ber of Americans prophesied that not one
cent would ever be repaid, and I am sure
that they, to say nothing of the Amer-
ican taxpayers, are only too happy to
find themselves proved wrong.

The American taxpayer should, how-
ever, be aware of what this repayment
means in the world economic situation
as it exists 10 years after the loan was
made. The payment of this year's in-
stallment cannot have been easy for
Britain at a time when her gold and
dollar reserves were under heavy pres-
sure and she was having to take spe-
cial internal measures to expand her
export trade. It is important that we
should realize how much Britain's abil-
ity to service her debts depends upon
her export trade. This year’s payment
to the United States represents the value
of her exports to this country for 3
months—a heavy burden indeed. Brit-
ain’s ability to continue payments on the
loan and to buy from this country the
products of farm and industry which she
needs will depend to a large extent on
whether American trade policies permit
her to earn enough.

We cannot have tariff walls, compli-
cated and uncertain customs procedures,
quotas and trade restrictions, and at the
same time expect repayment of debts
from abroad. It is futile for us to ex-
pect other countries to buy American ex-
ports and to pay back their debts unless
we are prepared to allow them to earn
the dollars with which to do so. Let us
therefore press forward instead with
trade policies suited to our own enlight-
ened self-interest.

[From the New Orleans Times-Picayune of
January 3, 1956]
PEACE-DEBTS PAYMENTS

With Britain’s fifth annual installment of
principal and interest on the loan made by
the United States to Britain in 1946, a pay-
ment amounting to the value of about 3
months of British exports to the United
States has been made, The 1946 loan of
approximately $4.3 billion is repayable in 50
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equal annual payments of $138 million,
which includes interest at 2 percent. Of the
5 payments made thus far, which total $690
million, $266 million has been paid on prin-
cipal and $424 million as interest. This
peace debt, which was incurred primarily
to cover essential purchases by Britain from
the United States after the war, still amounts
to considerably more than §4 billion.

This annual loan payment at year's end
serves to focus attention on Britain’s race
to close the dollar gap—an attempt that
seems to be almost as far from success as it
was several years ago. The trouble is that
Britain annually buys more from the United
States than this country buys from Britain.
Even the all-out effort in 1955 to close this
dollar gap, which brought British exports
to the high of $560 million during the year,
still left Britain in the red by some $320
million. For the British bought $880 mil-
lion worth of American products.

This situation points up once more the
need for continued American efforts to buy
more abroad from Great Britain and other
friendly nations. It's good business to in-
crease our purchases from our own good
customers.

Right-to-Work Laws

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. THOMAS M. PELLY

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 9, 1956

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, an organ-
ization called Job Research, Inec., in my
State of Washington is now in the proe-
ess of soliciting required signatures so
that an initiative providing for a so-
called right-to-work law can be included
on the November ballot.

About 18 States have adopted such
laws, and, of course, I am vitally inter-
ested in the success or failure of this
initiative.

In order to honestly and properly con-
sider the merits of this proposition, I
have read as much material on this sub-
ject as I could find. This material has
been obtained from the Library of Con-
gress, the Department of Labor, and
other sources. Recently one of my dis-
trict’'s most objective newspapers, the
Bremerton Sun, published an editorial
based on this subject. The newspaper
stated it had received conflicting re-
quests relative to the proposed right-to-
work legislation for which signatures to
place it on the ballot now are being so-
licited. On the one hand it received an
outright request for free advertising
space to promote the initiative. On the
other was the president of the Washing-
ton State Federation of Labor's letter
urging against the newspaper’s giving
such aid.

After stating that space was not given
to anyone or any cause, the writer of the
editorial chided labor for not stating its
case with more facts. Why, he asked,
should not folks sign the initiative peti-
tions? What would the measure’s ef-
fects be on the State’s jobholders, union
and nonunion?

Since I have been in the process of
seeking such facts, and because I have
been studyng the pros and cons with re-
gard to the advisability on a national
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scale of retaining section 14 (b) in the
Taft-Hartley law, I feel prompted to
offer some thoughts on this subject be-
cause, frankly, much of what I have read
is emotional as against being analytical-
ly objective.

It is very easy, Mr. Speaker, for a po-
litical group or individual on the basis
of wishful thinking and expediency to
support or oppose such a law. Likewise
a labor or business organization can be
accused or actually motivated by selfish
considerations, so, as pointed out by the
Bremerton Sun, the people are entitled
to detailed arguments based on some-
thing more than slogan support or op-
position. In this case, as is generally
known, the Secretary of Labor, Mr.
James P. Mitchell, has been forthright
and specific in pinpointing his objections.
He has said that while these are called
right-to-work laws, that is not what they
really are. Actually, according to the
Secretary, these are laws which make
it impossible for an employer to bargain
collectively with his employees about the
security of their union. Secretary
Mitchell has called upon the States
which have passed these laws to give
them further consideration, because, as
he said, these laws do more harm than
good. His reasons were these: First,
they do not create any jobs at all; sec-
ond, they result in undesirable and un-
necessary limitations upon the freedom
of working men and women and their
employers to bargain collectively and
agree upon conditions of work; third,
they undermine the basic strength of
labor organizations.

Now, there is nothing new or startling
about the fact that some people selfishly
or honestly differ from the Secretary, but
I am of the opinion that the vast major-
ity of American citizens, regardless of
whether they classify themselves as part
of management or labor, support the
position of President Eisenhower, who
has said:

Trade unionism has become a vital part
of American life. The activities of the Amer-
ican labor movement have brought about
social and economic reforms which have en-
riched the lives not only of union members
but of millions of other Americans,

I personally, Mr. Speaker, believe cer-
tain deep South and farm States which
have put these right-to-work laws on
their statute books have been short-
sighted from an economic standpoint.
But, of course, there are more important
issues than prosperity. Therefore, in
reaching a decision I have sought to
place spiritual values and the basic free-
doms before standard of living and gen-
eral welfare arguments.

A year ago one of these right-to-work
bills was passed by the Kansas Legisla-
ture. This bill, house bill 30, was vetoed
by a great Republican Governor, Fred
Hall. I have turned to his message veto-
ing house bill 30 as an example, convinc-
ing to me, of the triumph of intelligence
and integrity over emotionalism. On
this account I now include a condensed
version of Governor Hall’s message to
interpret his objections to the Kansas
law. There are differences in wording
between the Kansas and the proposed
Washington laws, it is true, but, as I see
it, in a general sense at least his argu-
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ments hold equally for both. As such,
the following expresses my views and op=-
position to initiative 198 in my State of
Washington:

After a thorough analysis of the bill I find
it is not a solution to any labor-manage-
ment problem in the State of Kansas. The
name “right-to-work’ is a misnomer. The
bill provides no greater protection for the
individuals right-to-work, or right to refrain
from joining a union than is provided by
the present law.

House bill 30 has only one real purpose to
ultimately destroy both the right of labor
to organize and the principle of collective
bargaining. It will accomplish this purpose
by prohibiting maintenance of membership
in labor unions under State law. This is
now carefully guaranteed to labor under the
Taft-Hartley Act, :

My opinion of the purpose of this bill is
substantiated by many authorities and well
informed people throughout the country.

The late Robert A. Taft sald: “It is a mis-
take to forbid all union contracts.”

Former Governor of Kansas, the Honor-
able Alf M. Landon, in a speech July 7, 1954,
said: “There is much feeling being generated
over so-called right-to-work legislation, and
that is a catchy title. * * * I am going to
first state what I consider to be some ele-
mental truths.

“(1) Every employee has a right to join
a union if he wants to.

“(2) Every employee has a right to refuse
to join a union if he wants to.

“(3) Every employer has a right to sign
a contract for a union shop if he wants to.

“Yet this so-called right-to-work legisla=-
tion would deprive the employer of that
right. It would also deprive the employees
of the right to joint a union and negotiate
for a union shop. It is not a question of
whether we believe in the union shop or not.
The question involved in this legislation
is government interference with the inde-
pendence of both management and labor to
negotiate whatever kind of contract they
may agree upon.”

The enactment of the right-to-work bill
may be remembered as a dark hour in Kan-
sas legislative history. I doubt that there
has ever been a time that the people of
Eansas, the members of the legislature and
the Governor have been subjected to a
greater campaign of propaganda. House
bill 30 is a lobbyist bill. The words *right-
to-work” have become a magic phrase, and,
like magie, few really understand them.

The campaign to enact this law began
several years ago and was instigated by a
few men who would profit by such a law.
They carried their propaganda campaign
through every community in the State.
They have used every method at their com-
mand including many respectable organi-
zations to influence and crystallize publie
opinion in favor of this bill.’ We can only
speculate how much money has been spent
and is still being spent on radio, telegrams
and newspapers to influence the legislature
and the Governor in their judgment.

I have been deeply disturbed by the efforts
of the proponents of House bill No. 30 to
turn the farmers of Eansas against labor in
Kansas.

In the senate debate a senator sald:
“Farmers are more interested in this bill
than any other group. One thing that has
disturbed farmers is a statement of Walter
Reuther of the CIO that labor is raising a
fund of $25 million to get the guaranteed
annual wage.” The senator adds: *“This
means if you guarantee wages for the work-
ing man you must guarantee profits for
the groceryman and it can only lead to a
socialistic government.”

This is not a sound argument. It has
nothing to do with either the rights of in-
dividuals to work or not to join a union. It
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does betray the real purpose of House bill
No. 80. It is not legislation for the prob-
iems of today but for the fears of tomorrow.
This argument goes to the very foundations
of America. America is essentially a class-
less country. Those who would put one
group of people against another to make it
otherwise are doing their country a great
disservice. The rights of all groups in Amer-
ica are entitled to equal consideration and
protection.

President Eisenhower expressed the right-
ful place of labor when he said:

“Today in America, unions have a secure
place in our industrial life. Only a hand-
ful of unreconstructed reactionaries harbor
the ugly thought of breaking unions. Only
a fool would try to deprive workingmen and
workingwoman of the right to join the union
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of their cholee. I hawve no use for those, re-
gardless of their political party, who hold
some foolish dream of turning the clock
back to days when unorganized labor was a
huddled almost helpless mass. The right
of men to leave their job is a test of free-
dom. Hitler suppressed strikes. The drafting
of strikers into the Army would suppress
strikes. But that also suppresses freedom.
There are some things worse, much worse,
than strikes—one of them is the loss of
freedom.™

I am aware of the fact that many States
in the Unfon have enacted laws similar to
House bill No. 30. In doing so I belleve they
have acted contrary to the great heritage
and freedoms of America. Throughout the
country this law has become a symbol to
labor of its loss of freedom. We are not
obliged to follow their lead. Many wrongs
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do not make a right, and the hucksters’ tac-
tics cannot make a wrong thing a right
thing. It ts time to face up to this issue
and set an example for others to follow.

‘The people of Eansas belleve in the right
of labor to organize and in the principle
of collective bargaining. I will not approve
any law which destroys this right and this
principle. House bill No. 80 will ultimately
do both. It is not constructive, but puni-
tive, legislation. It is clearly contrary to
the best interests of all the people of Kansas.

It is with great personal regret that I must
differ with you on the merits of this bill.
I am hopeful that on further reflection you
will agree with me. This is not an easy de-
cision to make. I have no alternative. It
would be wrong for this bill to become law
in Kansas. As the Governor, it is my duty
to say so and to act accordingly.

SENATE
Frioav, Fesruary 10, 1956

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., oifered the following
prayer:

O Thou Eternal Spirit, whose holy
purposes are beyond defeat, we come
seeking Thy righteous will and craving
Thine enabling strength to do it. Thou
knowest that constantly we pray “Thy
kingdom come,” but we confess that
often the flaming hope of that kingdom
of love has grown dim, as hatred and
selfishness and man's inhumanity to man
have desecrated the earth whieh could
be so fair. But, in spite of temporary
rebufls, give us to see that wherever
hatred gives way to love, wherever prej-
udice is changed to understanding,
wherever pain is soothed and ignorance
banished, there Thy banners go and Thy
truth is marching on.

And so, with all our inadequacy we
pause this quiet moment that amid the
din of conflict we may keep step with the
distant drum beat of Thy sure victory.
‘We ask it in the name of that One who
has changed a cross of defeat into a
crown of triumph and whose kingdom
has no frontier. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

‘The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C. February 10, 1956.
To the Senate:
Belng temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. ALaN BispE, & Senator from
the State of Nevada, to perform the duties of
the Chair during my absence.
‘WALTER F. GEORGE,
President pro tempore.

Mr, BIBLE thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
da}grﬁ' February 8, 1956, was dispensed
wi

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries.

REFORT OF NATIONAL ADVISORY
COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL
MONETARY AND FINANCIAL
PROBLEMS—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRES.DENT (H. DOC., NO. 336)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
messa~e from the President of the
United States, which was read and,
with the accompanying report, referred
to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith, for the informa-
tion of the Congress, a report of the
National Advisory Council on Interna-
tional Monetary and Financial Prob-
lems submitted to me through its Chair-
man, covering its operations from Jan-
uary 1 to June 30, 1955, and describing,
in accordance with section 4 (b) (5) of
the Bretton Woods Agreements Act, the
participation of the United States in the
International Monetary Fund and the
International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development for the above period.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

Tae WaITE HOUsE, February 10, 1956.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
agreed to the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the following bills of the House:

H.R. 2667. An act to amend section 208
(b) of the Technical Changes Act of 1953
(Public Law 287, 83d Cong.); and

H.R.7054. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1939 to provide a credit
mgalnst the estate tax for Federal estate taxes
paid on certain prior transfers.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a joint resolution
(H. J. Res. 514) relating to the compen-
sation of the executive director of the
Joint Committee on Afomic Energy, in

which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had aflixed his signature
to the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Acting President pro
tempore:

H.R.6043. An act to amend section 216
(b) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as
amended, to provide for the maintenance
of the Merchant Marine Academy;

H. R. 6700. An act for the rellef of Anna E.
McQuilkin;

H.R.6857. An act to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Admin-
istration to convey certain land to the city
of Milwaukee, Wis.; and

H.R.7158. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain land of the United States
to the Board of County Commissioners of
Lee County, Fla.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION PLACED
ON CALENDAR

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 514)
relating to the compensation of the ex-
ecutive director of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, was read twice by its
title and placed on the calendar.

BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE
UNITED STATES MERCHANT MA-
RINE ACADEMY
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Chair has been requested by

the Vice President to announce that he
has appointed the Senator from New

Jersey [Mr.Case] a member of the Board

of Visitors to the United States Merchant

Marine Academy, pursuant to Public

Law 301, 78th Congress.

BOARD OF VISITORS TO COAST
GUARD ACADEMY

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair has been requested by
the Vice President to announce that he
has appointed the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. BusH]l a member of the
Board of Visitors to the Coast Guard
Academy, pursuant to Public Law 38,
78th Congress.
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